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 W-1 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

This appendix contains copies of the public comments received on the DEIS, as well as FERC’s responses 
to these comments.  Note that some documents were filed with the FERC that contained additional 
information that could be used to develop the FEIS, but which were not considered as direct comments on 
the DEIS; these documents were used as applicable while developing the FEIS, but are not included in this 
Appendix.  The following table lists the public comments that were received on the DEIS, as well as the 
accession number, date filed, and commenter’s name (when provided).  The public comments themselves, 
as well as FERC’s responses to these comments, can be found after the summary table. 

Document ID  Accession # (eLibrary)  Filing Date 
Commenter 

(list agency name if applicable) 

Applicants 

AP1  20150213‐5184(30167127)  2/13/2015  Pam Barnes, Pacific Connector  

Companies and Organizations 

CO1  20141217‐5037(29992120)  12/17/2014  Southern Oregon Climate Action Now 

CO2  20150210‐5151(30152965)  2/10/2015  Richard K. Nawa, Staff Ecologist, Klamath 
Siskiyou Wildlands Center 

CO3  20141222‐0075(30011455)  12/22/2014  Joseph Patrick Quinn 

CO4  20141222‐5040(30006156)  12/22/2014  Chuck Erickson, Dir. Clam Diggers Association 
of OR 

CO5  20141224‐0034(30026226)  12/24/2014  Climate Crisis Working Group 

CO6  20141230‐5260(30022382)  12/30/2014  Western Environmental Law Center 

CO7  20150114‐5226(30060056)  1/14/2015  Kathleen M. Sgamma, Western Energy 
Alliance 

CO8  20150203‐5164(30124572)  2/3/2015  George Sexton, Klamath Siskiyou Wildlands 
Center 

CO9  20150120‐0007(30079021)  1/16/2015  Save Our Rural Oregon 

CO10  20150126‐0093(30096290)  1/26/2015  Douglas County Global Warming Coalition 

CO11  20150128‐0024(30104833  1/28/2015  Ralph Browning 
Jackson County Democrats 

CO12  20150212‐5044(30159612)  2/12/2015  North America's Building Trades Unions 

CO13  20150212‐5121(30162305)  2/12/2015  Oregon Wild 

CO14  20150212‐5143(30163043)  2/12/2015  Friends of the Earth 

CO15  20150212‐5199(30163854)  2/12/2015  Colorado Oil and Gas Association 

CO16  20150213‐5032(30163957)  2/12/2015  Green America 

CO17  20150213‐5040(30163980)  2/13/2015  Cascadia Wildlands 

CO18  20150213‐5041(30163975)  2/13/2015  Oregon Women's Land Trust 

CO19  20150212‐0045(30165399)  2/12/2015  Bay Clinic, LLP 

CO20  20150212‐0059(30165425)  2/12/2015  Save Our Rural Oregon 

CO21  20150213‐5079(30165495)  2/13/2015  Coast Range Forest Watch 

CO22  20150213‐5099(30166115)  2/13/2015  Southern Oregon Climate Action Now 

CO23  20150213‐5318(30168013)  2/13/2015  Kalmiopsis Audubon Society 

CO24  20150213‐5158(30166574)  2/13/2015  The League of Women Voters Rogue Valley 

CO25  20150213‐0007(30167884)  2/12/2015  Klamath Siskiyou Wildlands Center 
(determined to be a duplicate letter of CO2) 

CO26  20150213‐5299(30167998)  2/13/2015  Columbia Riverkeeper 

CO27  20150213‐5194(30167338)  2/13/2015  Northwest Industrial Gas Users 

CO28  20150213‐5199(30167385)  2/13/2015  Cascadia Forest Defenders 
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Document ID  Accession # (eLibrary)  Filing Date 
Commenter 

(list agency name if applicable) 

CO29  20150213‐5276(30167945)  2/13/2015  Pacific Crest Trail Association 

CO30  20150213‐5214(30167413)  2/13/2015  International Union of Operating Engineers 

CO31  20150213‐5222(30167492)  2/13/2015  Center for Sustainable Economy 

CO32  20150213‐5242(30167534)  2/13/2015  Seneca Jones Timber Company 

CO33  20150213‐5311(30168002)  2/13/2015  Our Children's Trust 

CO34  20150213‐5259(30167809)  2/13/2015  The Western Environmental Law Center, 
Sierra Club, Waterkeeper Alliance, Center for 
Biological Diversity, Oregon Shores 
Conservation Coalition, Umpqua 
Watersheds, Cascadia Wildlands, Oregon 
Wild, Crag Law Center, Pipeline Awareness 
Southern Oregon, Southern Oregon Rural 
Community Partnership, Bob Barker, Coast 
Range Forest Watch, Rogue Climate, Rogue 
Riverkeeper, Klamath Riverkeeper, Columbia 
Riverkeeper, Food & Water Watch, Rogue 
Flyfishers, Pacific Coast Federation of 
Fishermen's Associations, Institute for 
Fisheries Resources, 350EUGENE and 
Klamath‐Siskiyou Wildlands Center 

CO35  20150217‐5102(30168248)  2/13/2015  Jayson Wartnik, Coos‐Curry Small 
Woodlands Association 

CO36  20150217‐5148(30168439)  2/13/2015  John Mohlis (Oregon State Building and 
Construction Trades Council) 
Robert Westerman, Nelda Wilson, Doug 
Tweedy, Al Shropshire, Joe Bowers, Lennie 
Ellis, Jeff Gritz, John Candioto, Gary Young, 
Brett Hinsley, Timothy Frew 

CO37  20150217‐5155(30168548)  2/13/2015  Fred Messerle and Sons INC 

CO38  20150217‐5101(30168246)  2/13/2015  Jeff Messerle, Vice President, Messerle & 
Sons 

CO39  20150217‐5145(30168435)  2/13/2015  Jody McCaffree, CALNG 

CO40  20150217‐5154(30168542)  2/13/2015  Jason Messerle, Vice President, Messerle & 
Sons 

Federal Agency or Elected Official 

FA1  20141229‐0087(30026300)  12/19/2014  Ron Wyden, United States Senator 

FA2  20150115‐0026(30064961)  1/13/2015  John Barrasso, United States Senator; 
Cynthia Lummis, U.S. Representative; Cory 
Gardner, United States Senator; Scott 
Tipton, U.S. Representative; Michael Enzi, 
United States Senator; Doug Lamborn, U.S. 
Representative; Orrin Hatch, United States 
Senator; Mike Coffman, U.S. Representative; 
Mike Lee, United States Senator; Rob Bishop, 
U.S. Representative; Chris Stewart, U.S. 
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Document ID  Accession # (eLibrary)  Filing Date 
Commenter 

(list agency name if applicable) 
Representative; Jason Chaffetz, U.S. 
Representative; Ken Buck, U.S. 
Representative; Mia Love U.S. 
Representative 

FA3  20150204‐0013(30126643)  2/3/2015  Jeffrey A. Merkley, United States Senator 

FA4  20150204‐0012(30128167)  2/3/2015  Ron Wyden, United States Senator 

FA5  20150210‐5154(30152999)  2/11/2015  Palmer Jenkins, Deputy Regional Director 
Planning and Resource Management for the 
Parks Service 

FA6  20150212‐5113(30162239)  2/12/2015  Environmental Protection Agency 

FA7  20150213‐5177(30167097)  2/13/2015  Fish and Wildlife Service 

Individual 

IND1  20141120‐5006(29931322)  11/19/2014  Tim Nebergall 

IND2  20141208‐0041(29962853)  12/8/2014  Kathy Staley 

IND3  20141222‐5049(30006281)  12/21/2014  Jonathan Hanson 

IND4  20141125‐5212(29940982)  11/25/2014  Bayla Greenspoon 

IND5  20141203‐5015(29950575)  12/3/2014  John Sodrel 

IND6  20141110‐5149(29909410)  11/10/2014  Don Ewing 

IND7  20141218‐5003(29994654)  12/17/2014  Patricia Hine 

IND8  20141229‐5062(30018436)  12/29/2014  Roberta Cade 

IND9  20141201‐5003(29944088)  12/1/2014  Ryan Navickas 

IND10  20141110‐5041(29907776)  11/9/2014  Pamela Driscoll 

IND11  20141117‐5014(29919899)  11/15/2014  Nadya Hase 

IND12  20141117‐5023(29919917)  11/16/2014  Lana Gold 

IND13  20141117‐5025(29919921)  11/17/2014  Byron Harmon 

IND14  20141117‐5110(29921894)  11/17/2014  Jackie Johnson 

IND15  20141119‐5003(29927789)  11/18/2014  Jain Elliot 

IND16  20141120‐0029(29931866)  11/12/2014  Stephen Amy 

IND17  20141120‐5000(29931302)  12/19/2014  Sheryl Kaplan 

IND18  20141120‐5003(29931310)  11/19/2014  Kaseja Wilder 

IND19  20150211‐5135(30156294)  2/11/2015  Mark Wall 

IND20  20141124‐5025(29934998)  11/23/2014  Cheryl Robinson 

IND21  20150211‐5151(30156551)  2/11/2015  Meggan H McLarrin 

IND22  20150211‐5154(30156655)  2/11/2015  Dennis J Coplin Sr 

IND23  20141124‐5028(29935000)  11/23/2014  Cheryl Robinson 

IND24  20141125‐5004(29938252)  11/24/2014  Kai Forlie 

IND25  20141125‐5034(29938397)  11/24/2014  Mark Sheldon 

IND26  20141125‐5273(29941298)  11/25/2014  Julie A Jennings 

IND27  20141128‐5007(29943241)  11/27/2014  Mark Sheldon 

IND28  20141201‐0063(29947038)  12/1/2014  Fredric ("Fred") L. Fleetwood 

IND29  20141201‐4011(29950447)  12/1/2014  Kathi Windsor, David Schmidt 

IND30  20150211‐5163(30156914)  2/11/2015  Maya Rommwatt 

IND31  20141203‐0021(29951763)  12/3/2014  Tamaca Wyndham 

IND32  20141204‐5000(29953226)  12/3/2014  Mary Sharon 
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Document ID  Accession # (eLibrary)  Filing Date 
Commenter 

(list agency name if applicable) 

IND33  20141204‐5005(29954494)  12/3/2014  Leslie Burpo 

IND34  20141204‐5009(29953239)  12/3/2014  Dawn M. Albanese 

IND35  20141205‐5154(29957498)  12/5/2014  Jemma Crae 

IND36  20141208‐5033(29958707)  12/6/2014  Mary DeMocker 

IND37  20141208‐5034(29958709)  12/6/2014  Mary DeMocker 

IND38  20141208‐5043(29958727)  12/6/2014  Barbara Dickinson 

IND39  20141208‐5051(29958743)  12/6/2014  Gregory Zorn 

IND40  20141208‐5116(29958927)  12/7/2014  Sylvia Yamada Ph.D. 

IND41  20141209‐5003(29962857)  12/8/2014  Joshua Berger 

IND42  20141209‐5004(29962859)  12/8/2014  Darly Morgan 

IND43  20141209‐5163(29966807)  12/9/2014  John and Polly Wood 

IND44  20141210‐5003(29966968)  12/9/2014  Michael Litt 

IND45  20141210‐5114(29970634)  12/10/2014  Karl Poehleman 

IND46  20141211‐5000(29971450)  12/10/2014  Conley Phillips 

IND47  20150211‐5164(30156931)  2/11/2015  Shelly Fort 

IND48  20141211‐5002(29971475)  12/10/2014  Connie Stopher 

IND49  20141211‐5010(29971488)  12/11/2014  Dan Burke 

IND50  20141211‐5011(29971491)  12/11/2014  Kaseja Wilder 

IND51  20141211‐5016(29971512)  12/10/2014  Charles B. Miller, Ph.D, Prof. of 
Oceanography Emeritus, Oregon State 
University 

IND52  20141211‐5046(29971928)  12/10/2014  Tom Bender 

IND53  20150212‐5018(30158623)  2/11/2015  Barbara Gimlin 

IND54  20141211‐5176(29976589)  12/11/2014  Jessica Eckhoff 

IND55  20141212‐5000(29976606)  12/11/2014  Vanessa Friedman 

IND56  20141212‐5017(29976683)  12/11/2014  Tom Bender 

IND57  20141215‐5000(29980470)  12/12/2014  Robert Altaras 

IND58  20141215‐5010(29980490)  12/13/2014  Curtis Clark 

IND59  20141215‐5013(29980496)  12/13/2014  Michael Young 

IND60  20141215‐5020(29980510)  12/14/2014  Elise Haas 

IND61  20141215‐5244(29986555)  12/15/2014  Chuck Erickson 

IND62  20141216‐0022(29991704)  12/16/2014  Ron Sadler 

IND63  20141217‐5001(29991801)  12/16/2014  Joseph Viani 

IND64  20141217‐5003(29991824)  12/16/2014  Jen Anonia 

IND65  20141217‐5004(29991829)  12/16/2014  Jennifer Reed 

IND66  20141217‐5007(29991833)  12/16/2014  Mercedes Lackey 

IND67  20141217‐5110(29993666)  12/17/2014  Joseph Bayley 

IND68  20141217‐5113(29993826)  12/17/2014  Benton Elliott 

IND69  20150211‐5191(30157271)  2/11/2015  Kelly Caldwell 

IND70  20141217‐5168(29994326)  12/17/2014  Rodney Bohner 

IND71  20141218‐5008(29994745)  12/17/2014  Charles L Thomas 

IND72  20141218‐5009(29994747)  12/17/2014  Charles L Thomas 

IND73  20141218‐5046(29994881)  12/17/2014  Tom Bender 

IND74  20141219‐5176(30000530)  12/19/2014  Cynthia Care 
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Document ID  Accession # (eLibrary)  Filing Date 
Commenter 

(list agency name if applicable) 

IND75  20141219‐5259(30001677)  12/19/2014  Multiple signatures, see list of commenters 
for IND75 

IND76  20141222‐0046(30015002)  12/22/2014  Laura Dorbuck 

IND77  20141222‐0076(30011454)  12/22/2014  Joseph Patrick Quinn 

IND78  20141222‐5050(30006275)  12/22/2014  Anonymous 

IND79  20141224‐0042(30026205)  12/24/2014  Jennina Crae 

IND80  20141224‐5005(30015558)  12/23/2014  Tim Ryan 

IND81  20141229‐5000(30017831)  12/26/2014  Tim Ryan 

IND82  20141229‐5007(30017845)  12/28/2014  Sarah Shmigelsky 

IND83  20141229‐5008(30017847)  12/28/2014  Jim Britton 

IND84  20141229‐5009(30017849)  12/28/2014  Ervin and Mitzi Sulffridge 

IND85  20141230‐0036(30027105)  12/30/2014  Kay Kendall 

IND86  20141230‐5001(30020265)  12/30/2014  Ryan Navickas 

IND87  20141230‐5062(30021098)  12/30/2014  John Stadter 

IND88  20141230‐5079(30021206)  12/30/2014  Paul Ancell 

IND89  20141231‐5001(30022511)  12/30/2014  Janet Ievins 

IND90  20150102‐5005(30026350)  1/1/2015  J Kreuzer 

IND91  20150102‐5006(30026352)  1/1/2015  John & Arlene Stiff 

IND92  20150102‐5008(30026356)  1/1/2015  Gerald Notch 

IND93  20150102‐5010(30026360)  1/1/2015  Mary S Neuendorf 

IND94  20150105‐5007(30030596)  1/3/2015  Frances Rominski 

IND95  20150105‐5008(30030598)  1/3/2015  Gail Roudebush 

IND96  20150106‐5005(30034436)  1/5/2015  John Dailey 

IND97  20150106‐5119(30035635)  1/6/2015  Terry Brown 

IND98  20150107‐5015(30036813)  1/7/2015  Tim Ryan 

IND99  20150107‐0009(30040381)  1/7/2015  Darlene Seffani 

IND100  20150107‐0014(30040691)  1/7/2015  Jere Rosemeyer 

IND102  20150112‐5044(30048093)  1/12/2015  Emmalyn Garrett 

IND103  20150112‐5036(30048077)  1/12/2015  Mary Curtis 

IND104  20150112‐5026(30048057)  1/11/2015  Karol Strane 

IND105  20150112‐5021(30048047)  1/10/2015  Tom Hall 

IND106  20150113‐5081(30054027)  1/13/2015  Tim Latendresse 

IND107  20150114‐5038(30055827)  1/14/2015  Jerry Havens, University of Arkansas; James 
Venart, University of New Brunswick 

IND108  20150112‐0058(30060030)  1/12/2015  V.N. Syverson 

IND109  20150112‐0056(30060087)  1/12/2015  James S. Hutchinson 

IND110  20150112‐0057(30060094)  1/12/2015  Cynthia D. Lord 

IND111  20150115‐0013(30064973)  1/15/2015  Gary Woodring 

IND112  20150115‐5005(30060492)  1/15/2015  Tim Ryan 

IND113  20150116‐0018(30073087)  1/16/2015  NA 

IND114  20150116‐0019(30073090)  1/16/2015  Janet Ryall 

IND115  20150120‐5201(30074656)  1/20/2015  Curtis and Melissa Pallin 

IND116  20150120‐5091(30073551)  1/20/2015  Alice Goodman 

IND117  20150120‐5090(30073549)  1/20/2015  Craig Stillwell 
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Document ID  Accession # (eLibrary)  Filing Date 
Commenter 

(list agency name if applicable) 

IND118  20150120‐5062(30073493)  1/20/2015  Cindy Boersma 

IND119  20150120‐5014(30073397)  1/20/2015  Dee Perez 

IND120  20150121‐5097(30083969)  1/21/2015  Debbie Kappel 

IND121  20150122‐0031(30088692)  1/22/2015  Katy Mallams 

IND122  20150123‐5190(30092100)  1/23/2015  Bill Walsh 

IND123  20150126‐5047(30092456)  1/25/2015  Julia Sommer 

IND124  20150126‐5067(30092496)  1/25/2015  Karol Strane 

IND125  20150126‐5069(30092500)  1/26/2015  Tom Martin 

IND126  20150120‐0136(30094851)  1/20/2015  Evalyn Lemon 

IND127  20150120‐0140(30094856)  1/20/2015  Richard Turner 

IND128  20150126‐0099(30096297)  1/26/2015  Larry Thompson 

IND129  20150126‐0100(30096351)  1/26/2015  Charlotte Hennessy 

IND130  20150127‐5012(30096516)  1/26/2015  Mark Sheldon, Phil Hall, Owen Schmidt 

IND131  20150127‐5020(30096915)  1/27/2015  Paul Watte 

IND132  20150127‐0052(30100676)  1/27/2015  Nora Kelly Barker 

IND133  20150120‐0142(30094859)  1/20/2015  Karen Cutler 

IND134  20150127‐5229(30100786)  1/27/2015  Mike Kelley 

IND135  20150128‐0031(30104992)  1/28/2015  K.B. Seich 

IND136  20150128‐0032(30104997)  1/28/2015  Frank A. Harvey 

IND137  20150129‐5011(30105449)  1/28/2015  Stacey McLaughlin 

IND138  20150129‐5019(30105477)  1/28/2015  Jean Stalcup 

IND139  20150202‐5003(30113782)  1/30/2015  Anne Steine 

IND140  20150202‐5007(30113790)  1/31/2015  Kaseja Wilder 

IND141  20150202‐5015(30113806)  1/31/2015  Linda Fuller 

IND142  20150202‐5029(30113833)  2/1/2015  Marguerite  

IND143  20150202‐5031(30113838)  2/1/2015  Jill Whelchel 

IND144  20150202‐5086(30114043)  1/30/2015  Jean Stalcup 

IND145  20150202‐5139(30117461)  2/2/2015  Kyle Latta 

IND146  20150202‐5141(30117934)  2/2/2015  Tim Huntley 

IND147  20150202‐5143(30117935)  2/2/2015  Kyle Latta 

IND148  20150202‐5142(30117933)  2/2/2015  Tim Huntley 

IND149  20150202‐5144(30117937)  2/2/2015  Tim Huntley 

IND150  20150202‐5207(30118667)  2/2/2015  Jake Sweet 

IND151  20150211‐5200(30157396)  2/11/2015  David McAlaster 

IND152  20150202‐5259(30119212)  2/2/2015  Rishia Mitchell 

IND153  20150202‐5267(30119165)  2/2/2015  Rishia Mitchell 

IND154  20150202‐5270(30119179)  2/2/2015  Kimberly Payne 

IND155  20150202‐5271(30119182)  2/2/2015  Kimberly Payne 

IND156  20150203‐5003(30119361)  2/2/2015  Archina and Jim Davenport 

IND157  20150202‐0096(30119297)  2/2/2015  Randy Turner and Sandra Medina 

IND158  20150202‐0097(30119296)  2/2/2015  Kris Bennett 

IND159  20150203‐5009(30119373)  2/2/2015  Elaine Fischer 

IND160  20150203‐5012(30119379)  2/2/2015  Michael W Evans 

IND161  20150203‐5013(30119381)  2/3/2015  William Toner 
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Document ID  Accession # (eLibrary)  Filing Date 
Commenter 

(list agency name if applicable) 

IND162  20150203‐5015(30119385)  2/3/2015  Jim Warzala 

IND163  20150203‐5017(30119389)  2/3/2015  Zechariah 

IND164  20150203‐5058(30119827)  2/3/2015  Kian Daniel 

IND165  20150203‐5071(30121366)  2/3/2015  Laura Herndon 

IND166  20150203‐0012(30122198)  2/3/2015  Susan Bizeau 

IND167  20150203‐0031(30124028)  2/3/2015  Barbara Gurschke 

IND168  20150203‐0033(30124318)  2/3/2015  Pamela Fitzpatrick 

IND169  20150203‐0032(30124382)  2/3/2015  M.R. Buddenhagen 

IND170  20150204‐5001(30124507)  2/3/2015  M. Lee Zucker 

IND171  20150204‐5003(30124511)  2/3/2015  Martha Clemons 

IND172  20150204‐5004(30124513)  2/3/2015  Tracie L Skinner 

IND173  20150204‐5005(30124515)  2/3/2015  Tracie L Skinner 

IND174  20150204‐5011(30124527)  2/4/2015  Barbara Mendelsohn 

IND175  20150204‐5021(30124678)  2/3/2015  Bob Barker 

IND176  20150204‐5122(30129867)  2/4/2015  Nicholas Nelson 

IND177  20150204‐5158(30130248)  2/4/2015  John Knutson 

IND178  20150204‐0016(30130153)  2/4/2015  Susan Applegate 

IND179  20150204‐5152(30130187)  2/4/2015  Ron Kutch 

IND180  20150204‐5159(30130250)  2/4/2015  Ron Kutch 

IND181  20150205‐5000(30130252)  2/4/2015  Kevin Carr 

IND182  20150205‐5001(30130282)  2/4/2015  Barbara Butler 

IND183  20150205‐5003(30130289)  2/4/2015  Leslie Burpo 

IND184  20150106‐0038(30036740)  1/2/2015  Multiple Commenters 

IND185  20150106‐0040(30036737)  1/5/2015  Multiple Commenters 

IND186  20150106‐0041(30036730)  1/5/2015  Multiple Commenters 

IND187  20150106‐0039(30036734)  1/5/2015  Multiple Commenters 

IND188  20150106‐0043(30035230)  1/5/2015  Multiple Commenters 

IND189  20150205‐5009(30130304)  2/4/2015  Kelly O'Hanley 

IND190  20150205‐5064(30133225)  2/5/2015  Michael Shott 

IND191  20150211‐5262(30158464)  2/11/2015  Sean Watts 

IND192  20150205‐5066(30133232)  2/5/2015  Michael Shott 

IND193  20150205‐5141(30134565)  2/5/2015  Christine Landucci 

IND194  20150205‐5154(30134770)  2/5/2015  Doug Viner 

IND195  20150205‐5179(30135166)  2/5/2015  Chris Peach 

IND196  20150205‐5181(30135794)  2/5/2015  Jim L Tucker 

IND197  20150205‐5182(30135838)  2/5/2015  Jim L Tucker 

IND198  20150205‐5184(30136412)  2/5/2015  Michael J McCumiskey 

IND199  20150205‐5185(30136415)  2/5/2015  Michael J McCumiskey 

IND200  20150206‐5011(30136476)  2/5/2015  Beth Gipson 

IND201  20150206‐5002(30136477)  2/5/2015  Beth Gipson 

IND202  20150206‐5003(30136494)  2/5/2015  Angela van Patten 

IND203  20150206‐5008(30136505)  2/5/2015  Mathew Goergen 

IND204  20150206‐5013(30136515)  2/6/2015  Carol N Doty 
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IND205  20150206‐5040(30136699)  2/3/2015  Jerry Havens, University of Arkansas, James 
Venart, University of New Brunswick 

IND206  20150206‐5051(30138584)  2/6/2015  Ed Cooley 

IND207  20150206‐5015(30139131)  2/6/2015  Rudy 

IND208  20150211‐5231(30158209)  2/11/2015  Janis Lloyd 

IND209  20150206‐5110(30139184)  2/6/2015  Denny S Emerson 

IND210  20150206‐5112(30139209)  2/6/2015  Denny S Emerson 

IND211  20150206‐5123(30139258)  2/6/2015  Ron K Strauser 

IND212  20150206‐5124(30139260)  2/6/2015  Ron K Strauser 

IND213  20150206‐5126(30139324)  2/6/2015  Reitha Jacobs 

IND214  20150206‐0007(30139642)  2/6/2015  Gail Pearlman 

IND215  20150206‐0010(30139688)  2/6/2015  Kate Geary 

IND216  20150206‐0011(30139678)  2/6/2015  Sophia Bogle 

IND217  20150206‐0009(30139680)  2/6/2015  Polly Eliott 

IND218  20150206‐5164(30140299)  2/6/2015  Theresa Haga 

IND219  20150206‐5165(30140673)  2/6/2015  Theresa Haga 

IND220  20150206‐5182(30140734)  2/6/2015  Maryann Rohrer 

IND221  20150206‐5181(30140713)  2/6/2015  Maryann Rohrer 

IND222  20150206‐5175(30140704)  2/6/2015  Maryann Rohrer 

IND223  20150206‐0008(30140907)  2/6/2015  Wendy Eppinger 

IND224  20150206‐5196(30141586)  2/6/2015  Dianne Ensign 

IND225  20150209‐5005(30142136)  2/7/2015  Juli Hosking 

IND226  20150209‐5006(30142139)  2/7/2015  James S. Fereday 

IND227  20150212‐5000(30158524)  2/11/2015  Lisa Childs 

IND228  20150209‐5008(30142142)  2/7/2015  Sheryl Kaplan 

IND229  20150209‐5012(30142150)  2/7/2015  Pamela Plummer 

IND230  20150212‐5001(30158531)  2/11/2015  Timm A Slater 

IND231  20150209‐5015(30142156)  2/7/2015  Chistine Landucci 

IND232  20150209‐5016(30142158)  2/7/2015  Richard F. Knablin 

IND233  20150209‐5019(30142164)  2/7/2015  Dick Goergen 

IND234  20150209‐5022(30142170)  2/7/2015  Richard Todd Goergen 

IND235  20150209‐5023(30142172)  2/7/2015  Beth Goergen 

IND236  20150209‐5032(30142190)  2/8/2015  Melinda Grant 

IND237  20150209‐5035(30142196)  2/8/2015  Harriet Hodgkin 

IND238  20150209‐5036(30142198)  2/8/2015  Helen Lottridge 

IND239  20150209‐5043(30142198)  2/9/2015  Ann McMann 

IND240  20150209‐5044(30142214)  2/9/2015  Annette Bridges 

IND241  20150209‐5061(30142365)  2/6/2015  Kristine Cooper Cates 

IND242  2015‐50680209(30142387)  2/8/2015  Janet Stoffel 

IND243  20150212‐5011(30158606)  2/11/2015  Betty McRoberts 

IND244  20150209‐5073(30142396)  2/8/2015  Joyce and Paul Chapman 

IND245  20150209‐5075(30142401)  2/8/2015  Dr. Jan Hodder 

IND246  20150212‐5013(30158610)  2/12/2015  Corine Whittemore 

IND247  20150209‐5085(30142911)  2/9/2015  Michael Graybill 
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IND248  20150205‐5215(30136465)  2/5/2015  Marilyn Bailey 

IND249  20150209‐5094(30143974)  2/9/2015  Kerry Holman 

IND250  20150209‐5139(30146557)  2/9/2015  Margaret Ryan 

IND251  20150209‐5167(30147507)  2/9/2015  Christine Frazer 

IND252  20150209‐0076(30147792)  2/9/2015  Peg Martin 

IND253  20150209‐0077(30147795)  2/9/2015  Katherine E.E. Hunt 

IND254  20150209‐5180(30147654)  2/9/2015  Edgar E. Grant 

IND255  20150209‐5192(30147934)  2/9/2015  Maryann Rohrer 

IND256  20150209‐0078(30148096)  2/9/2015  Elizabeth P. Roseburg 

IND257  20150209‐0084(30148121)  2/9/2015  Debra Sheetz 

IND258  20150209‐5208(30148108)  2/9/2015  Vince Lang 

IND259  20150209‐0086(30148366)  2/9/2015  John Clarke 

IND260  20150217‐5016(30168061)  2/13/2015  Gary Young 

IND261  20150209‐0088(30148358)  2/9/2015  Roxann Prazniak 

IND262  20150209‐0063(30148388)  2/9/2015  Douglas L Roberts 

IND263  20150209‐0067(30148395)  2/9/2015  Eilizabeth Snyder 

IND264  20150211‐5230(30158196)  2/11/2015  Nolan D. Lloyd 

IND265  20150210‐5002(30148378)  2/10/2015  Randy W. Kephart 

IND266  20150209‐0061(30148390)  2/9/2015  Jeff Kassman 

IND267  20150209‐0062(30148349)  2/9/2015  Eugene Scott 

IND268  20150210‐5005(30148404)  2/10/2015  Patricia Ann Watterson 

IND269  20150210‐5006(30148406)  2/9/2015  Randy W. Kephart 

IND270  20150210‐5007(30148408)  2/9/2015  Mickael 

IND271  20150210‐5012(30148418)  2/9/2015  Jane Mara 

IND272  20150210‐5036(30149086)  2/9/2015  Marcella and Alan Laudani 

IND273  20150210‐5201(30153534)  2/10/2015  Diane M Crawford 

IND274  20150209‐0016(30153586)  2/9/2015  John Allcott, MD 

IND275  20150209‐0017(30153588)  2/9/2015  Joanna Castro 

IND276  20150210‐5216(30153610)  2/10/2015  Maya Watts 

IND277  20150210‐5217(30153611)  2/10/2015  Sharon Rickman 

IND278  20150210‐5218(30153614)  2/10/2015  Dawn R Granger 

IND279  20150209‐0018(30153627)  2/9/2015  Dana P. Stone, Roshanna Stone 

IND280  20150209‐0019(30153629)  2/9/2015  Deborah Leff 

IND281  20150209‐0026(30153635)  2/9/2015  Tara Hanson 

IND282  20150209‐0027(30153636)  2/9/2015  Anne Stein 

IND283  20150209‐0030(30153643)  2/9/2015  Trish Haas 

IND284  20150211‐5005(30153663)  2/10/2015  Dee Packard 

IND285  20150211‐5009(30153671)  2/11/2015  Chris Andreea 

IND286  20150211‐5007(30153667)  2/11/2015  Sandra Duncan 

IND287  20150211‐5012(30153677)  2/11/2015  Renee Cote 

IND288  20150209‐0037(30154788)  2/9/2015  Sarita Lief 

IND289  20150210‐0025(30154815)  2/10/2015  Carol Sanders 

IND290  20150210‐0041(30151235)  2/10/2015  Robert O. Clark 

IND291  20150211‐5110(30155642)  2/11/2015  Gary Moore 
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IND292  20150211‐5114(30155651)  2/11/2015  Zack Culver 

IND293  20150211‐5118(30155762)  2/11/2015  Jack 

IND294  20150212‐5004(30158592)  2/11/2015  Jen Velinty 

IND295  20150212‐5010(30158604)  2/11/2015  Brenda Schweitzer 

IND296  20150212‐5026(30158663)  2/11/2015  Ron Foord 

IND297  20150212‐5027(30158666)  2/11/2015  Nova and Ellen Lovell 

IND298  20150212‐5033(30158743)  2/12/2015  Scott McKay 

IND299  20150209‐0105(30161464)  2/9/2015  Paul Barker 

IND300  20150209‐0106(30161460)  2/9/2015  Robert and Jean Pollock 

IND301  20150211‐0033(30161411)  2/11/2015  [no name provided] 

IND302  20150211‐0034(30161445)  2/11/2015  Susan Delles 

IND303  20150212‐5090(30161404)  2/12/2015  Thomas C. Burdett 

IND304  20150212‐5091(30161440)  2/11/2015  Amy Levin 

IND305  20150212‐5094(30161467)  2/12/2015  Augustin A Moses 

IND306  20152012‐5095(30161478)  2/12/2015  Don Canavan 

IND307  20150210‐5106(30161649)  2/12/2015  Maryann Rohrer 

IND308  20150211‐0031(30162526)  2/11/2015  Bruce Bauer 

IND309  20150211‐0015(30162530)  2/11/2015  Howard Paine 

IND310  20150212‐5137(30162742)  2/12/2015  Johanna Harman 

IND311  20150211‐0020(30163221)  2/11/2015  Connie J. Harris 

IND312  20150211‐0021(30163230)  2/11/2015  Hayward Webster 

IND313  20150211‐0023(30163232)  2/11/2015  Ms. Lorna Hayden, Douglas County 
Democratic Party 

IND314  20150212‐5185(30163822)  2/12/2015  Kyle Ward 

IND315  20150212‐5193(30163849)  2/12/2015  Barbara Gimlin 

IND316  20150213‐5000(30163879)  2/12/2015  Kelly Flenniken 

IND317  20150213‐5002(30163882)  2/12/2015  Duane Doyle, Jr. 

IND318  20150213‐5003(30163884)  2/12/2015  William Rohrer 

IND319  20150213‐5004(30163886)  2/12/2015  Susan Bizeau 

IND320  20150213‐5005(30163888)  2/12/2015  Janice C. Williams 

IND321  20150213‐5007(30163892)  2/12/2015  Michele R Hampton 

IND322  20150213‐5008(30163894)  2/12/2015  Michele R Hampton 

IND323  20150213‐5009(30163896)  2/12/2015  Bill Walsh 

IND324  20150213‐5016(30163910)  2/12/2015  Beverly Segner 

IND325  20150213‐5018(30163914)  2/13/2015  Diane and David Bilderback 

IND326  20150213‐5017(30163912)  2/13/2015  Scott Swindells 

IND327  20150213‐5019(30163916)  2/13/2015  Pamela B Ordway 

IND328  20150213‐5020(30163918)  2/13/2015  Pamela B Ordway 

IND329  20150213‐5021(30163920)  2/13/2015  Alexis S Reed 

IND330  20150213‐5023(30163924)  2/13/2015  Paula Yablonski 

IND331  20150213‐5024(30163926)  2/13/2015  Maria Farinacci 

IND332  20150213‐5022(30163922)  2/13/2015  Neal Hadley 

IND333  20150213‐5039(30163974)  2/13/2015  Stacy McLaughlin 

IND334  20150213‐5042(30163976)  2/13/2015  Bill Gow 
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IND335  20150213‐5045(30163986)  2/12/2015  Shirley Weathers, PhD. 

IND336  20150213‐5076(30165478)  2/13/2015  Jeanie Jenks 

IND337  20150213‐5082(30165700)  2/13/2015  Mary Ann Hansen 

IND338  20150213‐5086(30165709)  2/13/2015  Beverly Segner 

IND339  20150213‐5091(30166098)  2/13/2015  Torrey Byles 

IND340  20150213‐5116(30166316)  2/13/2015  John Schofield 

IND341  20150213‐5117(30166375)  2/13/2015  Mark Robinowitz 

IND342  20150213‐5121(30166386)  2/13/2015  Mark D. Burnap 

IND343  20150213‐5125(30166400)  2/13/2015  Diane Shockey 

IND344  20150213‐5127(30166406)  2/13/2015  Bonnie Joyce 

IND345  20150213‐5128(30166411)  2/13/2015  Richard T Goergen 

IND346  20150213‐5135(30166425)  2/13/2015  Curtis Pallin 

IND347  20150217‐5025(30168079)  2/13/2015  Elsan Zimmerly 

IND348  20150213‐5139(30166435)  2/13/2015  R. Scott Jerger, Field Jerger LLP 

IND349  20150213‐5144(30166465)  2/13/2015  Multiple Commenters 

IND350  20150213‐5151(30166488)  2/13/2015  Lynn Hoot‐Schofield 

IND351  20150213‐5156(30166497)  2/13/2015  Jennifer Van Datta 

IND352  20150213‐0010(30167657)  2/13/2015  Julie Correla 

IND353  20150213‐0012(30167452)  2/13/2015  Richard Knablin 

IND354  20150213‐5163(30166753)  2/13/2015  multiple copies of form letter with different 
signatures 

IND355  20150213‐5167(30166924)  2/13/2015  Paul M.Washburn 

IND356  20150213‐5170(30167070)  2/13/2015  David Schneider 

IND357  20150213‐5176(30167101)  2/13/2015  Vanya Sloan 

IND358  20150213‐5183(30167113)  2/13/2015  Sarah Anderson 

IND359  20150213‐5185(30167129)  2/13/2015  Paul M.Washburn 

IND360  20150213‐5197(30167370)  2/13/2015  Jan Waitt 

IND361  20150213‐5207(30167396)  2/13/2015  Rick E Skinner 

IND362  20150213‐5216(30167415)  2/13/2015  Robyn Janssen 

IND363  20150213‐5218(30167433)  2/13/2015  Annice O Black 

IND364  20150213‐5241(30167535)  2/13/2015  Natalie DeNault, (MoveOn.org) 

IND365  20150213‐5248(30167681)  2/13/2015  Annice O Black 

IND366  20150213‐5257(30167807)  2/13/2015  Olena Black 

IND367  20150213‐5255(30167787)  2/13/2015  Ron Steffens 

IND368  20150213‐5262(30167889)  2/13/2015  Jenny Council 

IND369  20150213‐0034(30168038)  2/13/2015  Renee Cote 

IND370  20150213‐0035(30168041)  2/13/2015  Marianne Moskowitz 

IND371  20150213‐5264(30167912)  2/13/2015  Wim de Vriend 

IND372  20150213‐5266(30167917)  2/13/2015  Olena Black 

IND373  20150213‐5275(30167939)  2/13/2015  Johanna Harman 

IND374  20150213‐5303(30167991)  2/13/2015  Susan Aufderheide 

IND375  20150213‐5291(30167982)  2/13/2015  Jeff Harms 

IND376  20150213‐5316(30168010)  2/13/2015  N/A 

IND377  20150213‐5328(30168019)  2/13/2015  Erich Reeder 
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IND378  20150213‐5329(30168020)  2/13/2015  Multiple Commenters 

IND379  20150217‐5149(30168440)  2/13/2015  Julian Bell MD 

IND380  20150217‐5001(30168026)  2/13/2015  Bruce Cambell 

IND381  20150217‐5004(30168029)  2/13/2015  Richard Harrington 

IND382  20150217‐5009(30168047)  2/13/2015  Tonia Moro 

IND383  20150217‐5011(30168051)  2/13/2015  Kathy Ryan 

IND384  20150217‐5010(30168050)  2/13/2015  Mary Jo Hoftiezer 

IND385  20150217‐5012(30168053)  2/13/2015  Joseph W. Fox 

IND386  20150217‐5013(30168055)  2/13/2015  Dr. Theodora Tsongas 

IND387  20150217‐5014(30168057)  2/13/2015  Jade Severson 

IND388  20150217‐5020(30168069)  2/13/2015  Jason Wellman 

IND389  20150217‐5021(30168071)  2/13/2015  Erin O'Kelly 

IND390  20150217‐5023(30168075)  2/13/2015  Anna Fay Putman 

IND391  20150217‐5024(30168077)  2/13/2015  Henry W. Newhouse 

IND392  20150217‐5156(30168551)  2/13/2015  Karen Solomon 

IND393  20150217‐5168(30168564)  2/13/2015  Dave and Emily McGriff 

IND394  20150217‐5170(30168601)  2/13/2015  John Muenchrath 

Local Agencies and Governments 

LA1  20141229‐0013(30022569)  12/29/2014  Theresa Cook, MAS, AAE, Executive Director, 
Southwest Oregon Regional Airport 

Native American Tribes 

NA1  20150211‐5015(30153700)  2/10/2015  Daniel Courtney, Cow Creek Band of 
Umpqua Tribe of Indians 

NA2  20150217‐5143(30168419)  2/13/2015  Alexis Barry, Tribal Administrator 
Confederated Tribes of the Coos, Lower 
Umpqua and Siuslaw Indians 

Public Meeting 

PM1  20141224‐4003(30022540)  12/24/2014  Multiple Commenters 

PM2  20150113‐4006(30055308)  1/13/2015  Multiple Commenters 

PM3  20150113‐4002(30054777)  1/13/2015  Multiple Commenters 

PM4  20150113‐4003(30055301)  1/13/2015  Multiple Commenters 

PM5  20150113‐4005(30055297)  1/13/2015  Multiple Commenters 

PM6  20150113‐4007(30055304)  1/13/2015  Multiple Commenters 

State Agency or Elected Official 

SA1  20150213‐5038(30163972)  2/12/2015  Richard Whitman (collective comments from 
the State of Oregon) 
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APPLICANTS 
 
AP1 Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline, Pam Barnes 
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AP1 Continued, page 2 of 48 
 
AP1-1 Comment noted.  Text is written as appropriate for specific 

resources and discussions.  No change made. 
AP1-2 Comment noted.  Text is written as appropriate for specific 

resources and discussions.  No change made. 
AP1-3 Comment noted.  Text is written as appropriate for specific 

resources and discussions.  No change made. 
AP1-4 Comment noted.  Text is written as appropriate for specific 

resources and discussions.  No change made. 
AP1-5 Comment noted.  No change made. 
AP1-6 Text revised 
AP1-7 Text revised 
AP1-8 Based on FERC's analysis, approximately 5.2 acres of forested 

wetlands would be affected in the long-term (as these are forested 
wetlands and the restoration of these habitats would be long term; 
see Table 4.4.3.2-1 of the EIS).  As a result, the extent of long-term 
impacts to forested wetlands is beyond the 1.48 acres of wetlands 
in the permanent ROW (as listed in the applicant's comments). 

AP1-9 Comment noted. 
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AP1 Continued, page 3 of 48 
 
AP1-10 Text has been corrected. 
AP1-11 The terms "Design Features" and "project Requirements" are used 

by the BLM and Forest Service to refer to on-site measures that are 
taken to avoid or reduce project effects.  These on-site measures are 
contained in the Plans of Development.  These terms and are not 
referring the off-site mitigation actions that the BLM and Forest 
Service have proposed as part of their compensatory mitigation 
plans that are included in Appendix F.  The words Mitigation or 
Mitigation Actions are commonly used to refer to the off-site 
mitigation actions that are in the BLM and Forest Service 
compensatory mitigation plans. The text in the FEIS has been 
amended to clarify this. 

AP1-12 The text in the FEIS has been edited to reflect this section is 
referring to the off-site mitigation actions in the compensatory 
mitigation plans proposed by the BLM and FS. 

AP1-13 Text has been corrected. 
AP1-14 This will be resolved in the FEIS. 
AP1-15 Change made as requested. 
AP1-16 Information has been added. 
AP1-17 Table 3.4.2.6-1 on page 3-40 compares the Northern Spotted Owl 

Nest Patch Alternative Routes.  As shown in Figure 3.4-7, the 
Proposed route and the alternative route are spaced widely apart.  
We will check on the number of sites; however, we do not see how 
both routes could cross the same 3 known cultural sites.  Also, note 
the requirement in section 4.11.3.2 that pacific Connector produce 
a detailed site-specific avoidance and protection plan. 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 W-16 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 

AP1 Continued, page 4 of 48 
 
AP1-18 Change made as requested. 
AP1-19 Change made as requested. 
AP1-20 Change made as requested. 
AP1-21 There are four perennial stream crossings in the East Fork of Cow 

Creek.  Hydro-feature C, G, J and K are perennial.  Hydro-feature 
N is a perennial stream that becomes intermittent at the point of 
crossing because of a permanent upstream diversion.  Hydro-
feature N is treated as an intermittent stream in this analysis.  See 
Table 2.4.8.1-4 in Appendix J.  The number of streams crossed has 
been corrected in the FEIS.  

AP1-22 The 450 acres is derived from the original proposal of the net 
amount of matrix acres that would be reallocate to LSR on the Coos 
Bay District.  These acre figures do not include the acres that are 
unmapped LSR and are part of the timber base.  The current 
proposal in the DEIS discloses that there are 998 acres of matrix 
land that would be reallocated to mapped LSR 261 on the Coos Bay 
District. However based on more recent MAMU surveys and the 
best available information, only 387 (previously 450) of those acres 
are outside of unmapped LSR.  Although these 387 acres also 
contain some areas that are classified as riparian reserves it would 
be expected that acquired lands would also contain riparian areas 
that would be classified as riparian reserves.  Once final surveys are 
completed and the net amount of matrix lands reallocated is 
determined those acres would then provide a basis for acquiring 
comparable lands. 

AP1-23 The 409 acres is derived from the net amount of matrix acres that 
would be reallocated to LSR on the Roseburg District.  These acre 
figures do not include acres of unmapped LSR and are part of the 
timber base.  There are no known occupied sites of MAMU 
currently on these lands.  Although these 409 acres also contain 
some areas that are classified as riparian reserves it would be 
expected that acquired lands would also contain riparian areas that 
would be classified as riparian reserves.  Once the final net amount 
of matrix lands reallocated is determined those acres would then 
provide a basis for acquiring comparable lands. 
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AP1 Continued, page 5 of 48 
 
AP1-24 Consistency with the ACS is a finding made in the Record of 

Decision for a project, based on evidence presented in the FEIS. 
Although the ACS as a specific requirement does not apply on 
private lands, the Clean Water Act does, and the BLM and Forest 
Service must consider the cumulative effect of an action when 
making a finding of consistency with the ACS.  That would include 
the portions of the project on private lands.  When issuing a ROD, 
the Forest Service and BLM must also find that the agency action 
complies with all applicable laws and regulations.  That includes 
compliance with the Clean Water Act on public lands, as 
demonstrated by the State of Oregon issuing the necessary permits 
for the project.  Without the necessary permits from the State of 
Oregon, the Forest Service and BLM would not have sufficient 
evidence to support a finding of compliance with the Clean Water 
Act in a ROD.   

AP1-25 Text has been revised. 
AP1-26 Text has been revised. 
AP1-27 The FEIS text has been revised.      
AP1-28 The FEIS text has been revised.     
AP1-29 Change made as requested. 
AP1-30 No change made. The existing DEIS is non-specific regarding 

which technology would be used at the crossings.  The addition of 
more specific text regarding one of the crossings does not 
contribute to the intent of the sentence: "to install the pipeline 
below zones of potentially liquefiable soil". 

AP1-31 The text has been revised to only identify the sites where the 
pipeline is not presently planned to avoid the liquefiable soils. 

AP1-32 Change made as requested. 
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AP1 Continued, page 6 of 48 
 
AP1-33 The paragraph has been deleted to address the case that the 

geotechnical study was performed for the old route and that 
liquefaction issues for Hayes Inlet were already addressed in the 
section discussion. 

AP1-34 The text has been revised for consistency with the latest seismic 
information and approach to mitigation. 

AP1-35 The text has been revised to reflect that ground-based 
reconnaissance was performed for the two moderate risk landslides 
that are the subject of this discussion. 

AP1-36 The sentence is introducing the initial risk analysis for stream 
crossings which is correctly stating that a determination was made 
through evaluations of aerial photographs and GIS data.  The 
section goes on to describe the more detailed analysis of high risk 
crossings including field data collection and engineering analysis. 
Therefore, no change was made to this sentence. 

AP1-37 The paragraph has been revised to clarify that the primary source 
of information is from STATSGO and SSURGO data. 

AP1-38 STATSGO was changed to SSURGO in the sentence. 
AP1-39 Change made as requested. 
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AP1 Continued, page 7 of 48 
 
AP1-40 The text has been revised to the following: "Pacific Connector 

would reduce the potential for structural damage on wet soils by 
employing BMPs such as the use of low-ground-weight 
construction equipment, or operating normal equipment on timber 
riprap, prefabricated equipment mats, or terra mats.  In addition, 
Pacific Connector would not conduct construction activities during 
extremely wet weather conditions." 

AP1-41 The text has been revised to the following: "Pacific Connector 
would minimize soil compaction, rutting, and structural damage to 
wet soils and soils with poor drainage reduce the potential for 
structural damage on wet soils by employing BMPs such as the use 
of low-ground-weight construction equipment, or operating normal 
equipment on timber riprap, prefabricated equipment mats, or terra 
mats.  In addition, Pacific Connector would not conduct 
construction activities during extremely wet weather conditions." 

AP1-42 Change made as requested. 
AP1-43 The text has been revised to reflect the correction in the application 

rate. 
AP1-44 The text has been revised to the following: "Identified areas of soils 

susceptible to high or severe erosion rates on BLM and NFS lands 
would be evaluated by Pacific Connector for potential site-specific 
mitigation measures.  If such measures are deemed necessary, 
Pacific Connector would work with the BLM and Forest Service to 
define site-specific mitigation measures." 
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AP1 Continued, page 8 of 48 
 
AP1-45 Change made as requested 
AP1-46 Comment noted.  No change to the text was necessary because the 

statement does not require Pacific Connector to work outside the 
certified construction right-of-way.    

AP1-47 This statement has been added to the FEIS. 
AP1-48 This statement has been added to the FEIS. 
AP1-49 This statement has been added to the FEIS. 
AP1-50 Based on FERC's analysis, approximately 5.2 acres of forested 

wetlands would be affected in the long-term (as these are forested 
wetlands and the restoration of these habitats would be long term).  
As a result, the extent of long-term impacts to forested wetlands is 
beyond the 1.36 and 0.12 acres of wetlands in the permanent right-
of-way (as listed in the applicant's comments). 

AP1-51 Text would be revised as applicable.  The concept of whether an 
UCSA could have long-term impacts would be reassessed (see the 
impact discussion in Section 4.5 regarding the potential impacts 
from storing materials in the UCSA). 
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AP1 Continued, page 9 of 48 
 
AP1-52 As ongoing clearing and maintenance would be conducted in the 

30-foot maintenance corridor, and activities could occur, impacts 
would be permanent.  Text has been modified to indicate the limited 
extent of these impacts though. 
Regarding the UCSA, the EIS discusses how impacts in these areas 
could be long-term:  "Trees may be more susceptible to infestation 
that are damaged during clearing activities and/or have soil 
compacted over their roots, including those within UCSAs" 

AP1-53 If Pacific Connector and the FWS have agreed to change the values 
to 100 meters (i.e., approximately 328 feet) instead of 300 feet (i.e., 
approximately 91.4 meters), then Pacific Connector would need to 
provide an updated table that lists the new values calculated at 100 
meters.  This new data will be added to the FEIS. 

AP1-54 Text revised.   
AP1-55 Text revised.   
AP1-56 Text revised.   
AP1-57 Text revised.   
AP1-58 Text revised.   
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AP1 Continued, page 10 of 48 
 
AP1-59 Text revised.   
AP1-60 Text revised.   
AP1-61 Text revised.   
AP1-62 Text revised.   
AP1-63 Text revised.   
AP1-64 Text revised.   
AP1-65 Text revised.   
AP1-66 Text revised.   
AP1-67 Text revised.   
AP1-68 Text revised.   
AP1-69 Text revised.   
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AP1 Continued, page 11 of 48 
 
AP1-70 Text revised.   
AP1-71 Text revised.   
AP1-72 Text revised.   
AP1-73 Text revised.   
AP1-74 Text revised.   
AP1-75 Text revised.   
AP1-76 Text revised.   
AP1-77 Information has been added. 
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AP1 Continued, page 12 of 48 
 
AP1-78 Change made as requested. 
AP1-79 The text has been updated to reflect this wolf activity in the vicinity 

of the pipeline since the DEIS was published.   
AP1-80 Text revised. 
AP1-81 This information has been updated based on the PCGP data 

response dated 7/7/2015. 
AP1-82 Text revised. 
AP1-83 Text revised. 
AP1-84 Comment noted. As there is potential that some lands would not be 

revegetated based on landowner instructions, the text was not 
revised. 

AP1-85 Text revised. 
AP1-86 This information has been updated based on the PCGP data 

response dated 7/7/2015. 
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AP1 Continued, page 13 of 48 
 
AP1-87 The DEIS identifies removal of a known nest tree during the entire 

breeding season as a potential direct effect, but indicates in the 
following paragraph measures that would be taken to reduce these 
effects, including observing seasonal restrictions. Additional 
language was added to section 4.7 for clarification. 

AP1-88 The DEIS identifies disturbance during clearing during the 
breeding season as a potential direct effect, but indicates in the 
following paragraph measures that would be taken to reduce these 
effects, including observing seasonal restrictions. Additional 
language was added to section 4.7 for clarification. 

AP1-89 Comment noted. 
AP1-90 Text revised. 
AP1-91 Text revised. 
AP1-92 Comment noted. Text retained in the DEIS because it reflects the 

habitat conditions within the NSO nest patches. 
AP1-93 These footnotes refer to the historic Myrtlewood site that was 

identified as needing to be analyzed in a public comment in June 
2014. 

AP1-94 Change made as requested. 
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AP1 Continued, page 14 of 48 
 
AP1-95 Text clarified. 
AP1-96 Text revised. 
AP1-97 Text revised. 
AP1-98 Pacific Connector's April 27, 2015 response to FERC's data request 

indicates that 8 additional Siskiyou Hesperian mollusk sites were 
located in Rogue River and Winema National Forests during survey 
efforts in 2014. 

AP1-99 Text revised. 
AP1-100 The fencing and marking measures described are general measures 

that would be applied to known occurrences of sensitive bryophytes 
within the right-of-way, not the Metzgeria violacea site. See the 
subsequent paragraph for a description of the Metzgeria violacea 
site, and the conclusion that the plants would not be negatively 
affected and thus that no avoidance or mitigation plan has been 
prepared. 

AP1-101 Text revised. 
AP1-102 This species was inadvertently left off. This list will be updated to 

include it in the FEIS. 
AP1-103 FEIS not updated. This species was not determined to be a concern, 

so analysis is conservative. See statement at end of second 
paragraph on page 1-19 of the appendix K report. 

AP1-104 FEIS not updated. This species was not determined to be a concern, 
so analysis is conservative. See statement at end of second 
paragraph on page 1-19 of the appendix K report.  

AP1-105 Text revised. 
AP1-106 The analysis is based on project details that included assumptions 

on roads that would be used and improved. If the Applicant revises 
the TMP in conjunction with BLM to conclude the road in question 
is not part of the project, this new information will be incorporated 
at the point in time this section of the FEIS and Appendix K is 
revised.  
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AP1 Continued, page 15 of 48 
 
AP1-107 No revisions are required to either the FEIS or Appendix K. All 

species with sites that intersect with the analysis area are included 
in the analysis. Refer to Section 1.5.5 of the appendix K report for 
clarification on the analysis areas.   

AP1-108 Text revised. 
AP1-109 The text in the FEIS has been edited to reflect the monitoring plans 

would be developed by the BLM and Forest Service and not the 
applicant. 
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AP1 Continued, page 16 of 48 
 
AP1-110 Change made as requested. 
AP1-111 Section 4.9.1.4 has been revised in the FEIS to clarify the analysis. 

The results related to the Pacific Connector pipeline in this section 
are only for the portion in Coos County to provide a combined total 
in the local area of the Jordan Cove LNG Terminal. Table 4.9.2.4-
4 is for the complete Pacific Connector Project.  

AP1-112 Change made as requested. 
AP1-113 Wages and benefits are reported in the "Wages" column for direct 

spending in table 4.9.1.4-2. 
AP1-114 Change made as requested. 
AP1-115 Change made as requested. 
AP1-116 Change made as requested. 
AP1-117 Change made as requested. 
AP1-118 No change made. As noted in Section 4.11.1.2 on page 4-855 of the 

DEIS, this section addresses post-2009 consultations only and 
previous efforts, including the 2006 Oregon Indian Affairs letter 
and suggested tribes, can be referenced in the May 2009 FEIS. 

AP1-119 The text has been revised to note that Cow Creek tribal members 
participated in archaeological surveys and test excavations in 
Douglas and Jackson counties, as noted. 
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AP1 Continued, page 17 of 48 
 
AP1-120 Text has been corrected. 
AP1-121 Text modified. 
AP1-122 Text modified. 
AP1-123 Text revised. 
AP1-124 Text revised. Note that surveys would be required at potentially 

suitable habitat within and adjacent to the right-of-way between 
MPs 145.34 and 145.40. 

AP1-125 Change made as requested. 
AP1-126 Change made as requested. 
AP1-127 Based on additional non-project records and USFS 

recommendation, we are recommending that Pacific Connector no 
longer consider these minor adjustments on NFS land. 

AP1-128 Information has been revised. 
AP1-129 Appendix J has been reviewed for errors in the FEIS. 
AP1-130 The statement that none of the S&M species are listed under the 

ESA is correct.  Candidate FWS species and Oregon threatened 
species are included in the Sensitive or Strategic species lists of the 
BLM and Forest Service. 
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AP1 Continued, page 18 of 48 
 
AP1-131 The clarification regarding surveys has been added to Appendix K. 
AP1-132 The clarification regarding surveys has been added to Appendix K. 
AP1-133 The clarification regarding surveys has been added to Appendix K. 
AP1-134 The clarification regarding surveys has been added to Appendix K. 
AP1-135 The clarification regarding surveys has been added to Appendix K. 
AP1-136 The clarification regarding surveys has been added to Appendix K. 
AP1-137 The clarification regarding surveys has been added to Appendix K. 
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AP1 Continued, page 19 of 48 
 
AP1-138 The clarification regarding surveys has been added to Appendix K. 
AP1-139 The clarification regarding surveys has been added to Appendix K. 
AP1-140 Table INTRO-1 does not depict habitat acreages for S&M species; 

it is simply a table showing the amount of land in the project area 
in each watershed under each land allocation type. 

AP1-141 As noted in each species section in the reference to Figure 2 
(Distribution of Forests That May Provide Habitat For Species) and 
Table 4 (Extent of Forests that Could Provide Habitat for Species 
on BLM and NFS Lands), all forest type calculations are limited to 
BLM and NFS lands. 

AP1-142 Comment noted. 
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AP1 Continued, page 20 of 48 
 
AP1-143 To clarify, the BLM and Forest Service will prepare the monitoring 

plan and be responsible for implementing it. The statements in the 
S&M report have been updated to clarify this. 

AP1-144 The alignment modification is acknowledged; additional analysis 
will be conducted and Appendix K will be revised after the surveys 
are complete.    

AP1-145 The alignment modification is acknowledged; additional analysis 
will be conducted and Appendix K will be revised after the surveys 
are complete.    
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AP1 Continued, page 21 of 48 
 
AP1-146 The alignment modification is acknowledged; additional analysis 

will be conducted and Appendix K will be revised after the surveys 
are complete.    

AP1-147 Comment noted.  This recommendation is not consistent with the 
agencies' management recommendations. 

AP1-148 The BLM and Forest Service will be preparing the monitoring plan 
and will include relevant language for timing of the monitoring. 

AP1-149 Comment noted.  This recommendation is not consistent with the 
agencies' management recommendations. 

AP1-150 The applicant should add these recommendations to Appendix B of 
the Plan of Development and cite references to support the 
adequacy of the recommendation for avoiding disturbance to GGO.  
Pending this no change to the EIS has been made. 

AP1-151 Effectiveness monitoring is required.  Monitoring plans will be 
developed consistent with the response to comment AP1-109. 

AP1-152 Appendix M, Management Indicator Species Report, has been 
updated as requested. 

AP1-153 Text revised. 
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AP1 Continued, page 22 of 48 
 
AP1-154 Text revised to reflect that the reroutes filed by Pacific Connector 

on January 19, 2015 comply with Forest Service requirements. 
AP1-155 Text has been updated to reflect the timing restrictions and 

schedule filed on filed on February 13, 2015. 
AP1-156 Text revised. 
AP1-157 Text revised. 
AP1-158 Text revised. 
AP1-159 Text revised. 
AP1-160 Text revised. 
AP1-161 Text revised. 
AP1-162 Text revised. 
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AP1 Continued, page 23 of 48 
 
AP1-163 Text revised. 
AP1-164 Text revised. 
AP1-165 Text revised. 
AP1-166 Text revised. 
AP1-167 Text revised. 
AP1-168 Table title updated. 
AP1-169 "Candidate" is already included as a federal status. Note that only 

the North Oregon Coast distinct population segment of red tree vole 
is a federal candidate, so the population crossed by the Project does 
not have a federal (FWS) status.  (http://www.fws.gov/oregonfwo/ 
Species/ Data/RedTreeVole/) 
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AP1 Continued, page 24 of 48 
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AP1 Continued, page 25 of 48 
 
AP1-170 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 

reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 

AP1-171 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 
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AP1 Continued, page 26 of 48 
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AP1 Continued, page 27 of 48 
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AP1 Continued, page 28 of 48 
 
AP1-172 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 

reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 

AP1-173 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 
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AP1 Continued, page 29 of 48 
 
AP1-174 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 

reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 
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AP1 Continued, page 30 of 48 
 
AP1-175 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 

reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 
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AP1 Continued, page 31 of 48 
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AP1 Continued, page 32 of 48 
 
AP1-176 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 

reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 
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AP1 Continued, page 33 of 48 
 
AP1-177 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 

reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 
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AP1 Continued, page 34 of 48 
 
AP1-178 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 

reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 
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AP1 Continued, page 35 of 48 
 
AP1-179 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 

reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 
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AP1 Continued, page 36 of 48 
 
AP1-180 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been reviewed and 

compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables in the DEIS, and corrections 
have been made where necessary in the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix 
F however were earlier versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the 
BLM and Forest Service and were included to provide additional background on 
the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in Table 2.1.4-2. 

AP1-181 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been reviewed and 
compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables in the DEIS, and corrections 
have been made where necessary in the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix 
F however were earlier versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the 
BLM and Forest Service and were included to provide additional background on 
the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in Table 2.1.4-2. 

AP1-182 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been reviewed and 
compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables in the DEIS, and corrections 
have been made where necessary in the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix 
F however were earlier versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the 
BLM and Forest Service and were included to provide additional background on 
the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in Table 2.1.4-2. 

AP1-183 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been reviewed and 
compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables in the DEIS, and corrections 
have been made where necessary in the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix 
F however were earlier versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the 
BLM and Forest Service and were included to provide additional background on 
the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in Table 2.1.4-2. 

AP1-184 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been reviewed and 
compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables in the DEIS, and corrections 
have been made where necessary in the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix 
F however were earlier versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the 
BLM and Forest Service and were included to provide additional background on 
the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in Table 2.1.4-2. 

AP1-185 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been reviewed and 
compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables in the DEIS, and corrections 
have been made where necessary in the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix 
F however were earlier versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the 
BLM and Forest Service and were included to provide additional background on 
the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in Table 2.1.4-2. 
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AP1 Continued, page 37 of 48 
 
AP1-186 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 

reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 

 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 W-50 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 

 
 
 

AP1 Continued, page 38 of 48 
 
AP1-187 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 

reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 
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AP1 Continued, page 39 of 48 
 
AP1-188 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 

reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 
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AP1 Continued, page 40 of 48 
 
AP1-189 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 

reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 

AP1-190 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 
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AP1 Continued, page 41 of 48 
 
AP1-191 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 

reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 

AP1-192 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 

AP1-193 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 
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AP1 Continued, page 42 of 48 
 
AP1-194 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 

reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 

AP1-195 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 

AP1-196 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 
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AP1 Continued, page 43 of 48 
 
AP1-197 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 

reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 

AP1-198 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 

AP1-199 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 
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AP1 Continued, page 44 of 48 
 
AP1-200 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 

reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 

AP1-201 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 

AP1-202 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 
reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 
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AP1 Continued, page 45 of 48 
 
AP1-203 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 

reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 
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AP1 Continued, page 46 of 48 
 
AP1-204 The numbers in Section 3.0 and 4.0 of Appendix F have been 

reviewed and compared with the numbers in the mitigation tables 
in the DEIS, and corrections have been made where necessary in 
the FEIS.  Attachments 1 and 2 to Appendix F however were earlier 
versions of the compensatory mitigation plans of the BLM and 
Forest Service and were included to provide additional background 
on the development of the mitigation plans that are summarized in 
Table 2.1.4-2. 
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COMPANIES AND ORGANIZATIONS 
 
CO1 Southern Oregon Climate Action Now 
 
CO1-1 There is no evidence that the Project would induce additional 

natural gas exploration and production.  Without any LNG export 
terminals currently operating in the continental United States, 
domestic natural gas production is growing.  The U.S. Department 
of Energy (DOE) report did not say that exporting LNG would 
induce domestic natural gas production.  Instead what that report 
said was: “Fundamental uncertainties constrain the ability to 
predict what, if any, domestic natural gas production would be 
induced….The current rapid development of unconventional 
natural gas resources will likely continue, with or without the 
export of natural gas” (DOE, Addendum to Environmental Review 
Documents Concerning Export of Natural Gas from the United 
States, 29 May 2014).  Section 1.4.4 of the DEIS explained why we 
did not analyze “life-cycle” emissions.  See response to IND7-2.  
Our analysis of cumulative impacts can be found in section 4.14 of 
the DEIS.  GHG emissions resulting from the Project were 
discussed in section 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS. 
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CO1 Continued, page 2 of 15 
 
CO1-2 See the response to IND1-2. 
CO1-3 See the response to IND1-1. 
CO1-4 Edge effects are discussed in sections 4.5.1 and 4.6.1.2. As the 

DEIS notes, the adverse effect tends to decline over time as young 
trees grow along the edge (page 4-541).  There is no on-site 
mitigation for the fragmentation and edge effect that would be 
created by the maintenance of the 30 foot wide low vegetation 
portion of the pipeline corridor.  These effects would remain for the 
life of the pipeline.  The BLM and Forest Service however have 
proposed compensatory mitigations such as road decommissioning 
that would offset some of these impacts (see DEIS pages 4-206 to 
4-208 for a discussion of this mitigation as it relates to reducing 
effects of edge and fragmentation). 
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CO1 Continued, page 3 of 15 
 
CO1-5 The DEIS does not measure corporate profits.  In fact, if the 

Commission authorizes the Project, it is possible that the Order 
would contain a rate base that restricts profits.  

CO1-6 Our analysis of cumulative impacts can be found in section 4.14 of 
the DEIS.  Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12.  
Also, see the comment previous comment response. 

CO1-7 The EIS is not a decision-document, and does not justify the 
project.  Instead, it discloses environmental impacts.  The FERC 
does not engage in cost-benefit analyses, as such.  Instead, the 
Commission developed a “Certificate Policy Statement” 
(Certification of New Interstate Natural Gas Pipeline Facilities, 88 
FERC 61,227 (1999), clarified in 90 FERC 61,128, and further 
clarified in 92 61,094 (2000)) that established criteria for 
determining whether there is a need for a proposed project and 
whether the proposed project would serve the public interest.  The 
Certificate Policy Statement explains that in deciding whether or 
not to authorize new natural gas facilities, the Commissioners must 
balance public benefits against potential adverse economic and 
environmental consequences.  The DEIS discloses the potential 
impacts of construction and operation of the Project on 
environmental resources, such as effects on wildlife, and outlines 
measures that would be implemented to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate those impacts.  The EIS also discloses benefits of the 
Project, such as job creation and increased payment into local tax 
bases.   
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CO1 Continued, page 4 of 15 
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CO1 Continued, page 5 of 15 
 
CO1-8 Our analysis of cumulative impacts can be found in section 4.14 of 

the DEIS.   
CO1-9 See responses to IND6-1 and IND7-2. 
CO1-10 See response to CO1-1. 
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CO1 Continued, page 6 of 15 
 
CO1-11 The Pacific Connector pipeline is designed to deliver 1.04 billion 

cubic feet of natural gas per day (bcf/d) to the Jordan Cove 
terminal, where Jordan Cove could use that gas to produce a 
maximum of 6.8 million metric tons of LNG per annum (MMTPA).  
See January 15, 2015 filing with the FERC by Jordan Cove.   

CO1-12 See the response to IND1-1. 
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CO1 Continued, page 7 of 15 
 
CO1-13 There is no "error" and as IPCC notes there is no unique "correct" 

data.  IPCC also identifies that the GTP metric incorporates more 
knowledge than the GWP metric.  Values of these metric range 
anywhere from 4 to 84 depending on what metric is used and IPCC 
acknowledges that there is no technical basis for picking any of 
these values over the others.  Picking any of the 100-year values is 
defensible insofar as they represent midpoints in the range.  For the 
sake of consistency, states such as California still use the 21 value 
in their regulatory programs, and the chart of data from Oregon is 
also based on the 21 value.  Discussion on GWP and GTP has been 
updated.     

CO1-14 The study that found the global warming potential of LNG exported 
from the Gulf Coast and burned in an electric plant in China to be 
less than that of coal produced in China or natural gas piped in from 
Russia was recently produced for the DOE by the National Energy 
Technology Laboratory (NETL, Skone, T., et al., 29 May 2014, 
Life Cycle Greenhouse Gas Perspective on Exporting Liquefied 
Natural Gas from the United States).   
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CO1 Continued, page 8 of 15 
 
CO1-15 Comments about production from oil sands or fracking methods to 

produce natural gas are not related to the environmental impacts 
associated with this Project.  It is the Department of Energy, not the 
FERC, that regulates the U.S. Energy policy.  See response to 
IND6-1 and IND1-3. 
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CO1 Continued, page 9 of 15 
 
CO1-16 See the response to IND1-2. 
CO1-17 See the response to IND1-2. 
CO1-18 The BLM and USFS have proposed site-specific amendments to 

some of the management direction in their LMPs but are not 
proposing any revisions of their LMPs for the PCGP project. The 
purpose of the proposed reallocation of matrix lands to Late 
Successional Reserves (LSR) is to maintain or increase the amount 
of late-successional/old growth (LSOG) forest within the LSR 
system to maintain the integrity of the LSRs (see DEIS sec. 
4.1.3.6).  The DEIS recognizes that LSOG forest would be lost and 
the construction of the pipeline would result in long-term 
(permanent) adverse impacts to wildlife species dependent on 
LSOG forest (see DEIS sec. 4.5, 4.6, 4.7). 
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CO1 Continued, page 10 of 15 
 
CO1-19 Edge effects are discussed in section 4.6.1.2. As the comment 

notes, the effect extends into the adjacent forest. As the DEIS notes, 
the adverse effect tends to decline over time as young trees grow 
along the edge (page 4-541). 

CO1-20 Edge effects are discussed in sections 4.5.1 and 4.6.1.2. As the 
DEIS notes, the adverse effect tends to decline over time as young 
trees grow along the edge (page 4-541).  There is no on-site 
mitigation for the fragmentation and edge effect that would be 
created by the maintenance of the 30 foot wide low vegetation 
portion of the pipeline corridor.  These effects would remain for the 
life of the pipeline.  The BLM and Forest Service however have 
proposed off-site mitigations such as road decommissioning that 
would offset some of these impacts (see DEIS pages 4-206 to 4-
208 for a discussion of this mitigation as it relates to reducing 
effects of edge and fragmentation). 

CO1-21 The proposed mitigation actions of spreading course woody debris 
and creating snags are discussed in Table 2.1.4-1 of the DEIS.  The 
purpose of these actions is to partially offset the loss of large woody 
debris and snags that would result from the construction of the 
pipeline.  The proposed amendments of reallocating matrix lands 
to LSR would add late successional stands to the LSR system (see 
Table 4.1.3.7-12 for a comparison of the amount of LSOG forest 
impacted directly and indirectly by the pipeline and the amount of 
LSOG forest reallocated to the LSR system).  The matrix areas 
proposed for reallocation to LSR were selected by Agency 
biologists familiar with the landscapes and high quality LSOG 
habitat was one of the primary factors considered. 

CO1-22 The DEIS on page 4-40 states "This means that for BLM and NFS 
lands within the project area, individual sites of S&M species may 
be impacted or lost to construction clearing, but affected species 
are expected to persist within the range of the NSO despite the loss 
of these individual sites." The next sentence explained that the 
detailed analysis for species persistence was contained in section 
4.7.4 of the DEIS and in Appendix K. 
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CO1 Continued, page 11 of 15 
 
CO1-23 The authorities for considering amendments to BLM and USFS 

LMPs are discussed in section 4.1.3.4 of the EIS.  Specifically the 
implementing regulations for FLPMA at 43 CFR 1610.5-5 describe 
the process for amending BLM LMPs, and the regulations for 
NFMA at 36  CFR 219.10(f) describe the process for amending 
USFS LMPs.  The proposed amendments would not apply to any 
other project.  Other projects that may be proposed in the future 
will require case-by-case analysis under the National 
Environmental Policy Act.   

CO1-24 Your objection to amending the land management plans for the 
PCGP is noted.  However we disagree that the analysis considering 
LMP amendments in the DEIS is a trivial paper exercise or is 
treating LMPs in a cavalier fashion.  Considering LMP 
amendments on a case by case basis for a utility right-of-way 
project is consistent with BLM/FS agency land management 
planning guidance (FLPMA and NFMA). 

CO1-25 See response to CO1-5. 
CO1-26 The socioeconomic benefits of the Project, including job creation, 

are discussed in section 4.9 of the DEIS. 
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CO1 Continued, page 12 of 15 
 
CO1-27 See the response to IND1. 
CO1-28 See response to IND3-2 and IND3-3. 
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CO1 Continued, page 13 of 15 
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CO1 Continued, page 15 of 15 
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CO2 Klamath Siskiyou Wildlands Center, Richard K. Nawa 
 
CO2-1 The statement in the DEIS quoted in your comment is accurate.  

The erosion control measures are expected to be effective in 
reducing sedimentation to levels that are within the natural range 
of variability at the watershed level, based on FERC's experience 
with many pipeline projects. 
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CO2 Continued, page 2 of 11 
 
CO2-2 The smaller gas distribution pipeline permitted and built under 

local authority was not a FERC project.  It was not constructed 
under the same high standards as pipelines authorized by FERC.  
The authorizing entities did not have the same level of experience 
and expertise as FERC. Also, the pipeline between Roseburg and 
Coos Bay did not undergo years of siting studies, this resulted in 
construction problems.   Pacific Connector pipeline routing studies 
have been under development for several years. 

CO2-3 The Roseburg to Coos Bay pipeline was a county project.  It was 
not overseen by FERC and did not have the same level of analysis 
as FERC projects.  The two projects are not comparable. 
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CO2 Continued, page 3 of 11 
 
CO2-4 The adverse effects of blasting in stream channels are discussed in 

4.6.2.3. 
CO2-5 The effects that blasting could have on fish is discussed in section 

4.6.2.3.  See the measures to avoid fish mortality on page 4-618. 
Also note that a permit from the state would be required for each 
crossing.  The applicant has conducted additional detailed surveys 
(see updated Stream Crossing Risk Analysis Addendum PCGP 
February 13, 2015) of stream crossing considered to have notable 
risks of potential problems using the FWS stream crossing protocol 
evaluation and will implement procedures to reduce risks at these 
sites.   These surveys supply baseline information at sites with 
determined risk of channel affects. Detailed monitoring will be 
implemented at these and other sites which can be compared to the 
pre-project information at these an other sites.  As noted in response 
to comment  CO2-6 below, fifth field watershed level assessment 
is commonly used by federal agencies for evaluation of current and 
future conditions. There are procedures in place including location 
of the route and erosion control and sedimentation plans to control 
upland erosion from project actions.  Additional monitoring may 
be required by ODFW under its permitting process. 
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CO2 Continued, page 4 of 11 
 
CO2-6 The DEIS is a science-based document that summarizes years of 

studies and considers the extensive research  on fish, riparian 
habitat, streams and water quality.  The fifth-field watershed is 
commonly used in the Pacific Northwest for analyzing project 
effects.  Watershed analyses for fifth-field watersheds completed 
by federal agencies are a key component of managing federal lands 
under the Northwest Forest Plan and  provide a good basis for an 
analysis of effects.   Mitigation measures are included to reduce 
runoff from hillslope areas. The Project includes monitoring (table 
2.5.2.1). Higher-risk stream crossings would have addition 
monitoring and mitigating (see section 4.62.3) and the extensive 
compensatory mitigation in table 2.1.4.1).  Additional monitoring 
would be required by ODFW under its permitting process. 

CO2-7 Water quality monitoring is a component of the state permit,  the 
state will determine the extent of the monitoring needed.  Also, the 
federal land management agencies will determine what additional 
monitoring is needed for stream crossings on federal land.  Section 
4.4.2.2 (the Water Quality section) discusses the effects on streams,  
including  turbidity and sediment control.  Additional information 
on the effects on streams and fish is found in section 4.6 (Wildlife 
and Aquatic Species) and in 4.7 (Threatened, Endangered, and 
Other Special Status Species). 
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CO2 Continued, page 5 of 11 
 
CO2-8 While summer rains often do result in sediment delivery to streams, 

the model assumed average stream conditions, e.g. clear water.   
Fish are accustomed to certain levels of disturbance and the 
turbidity these events cause.  Comparing the Project effects to the 
natural range of disturbance effects is consistent with good science.  
The DEIS does not state that introducing sediment into clear water 
is not without an adverse effect, it simply contrasts the level of 
effect with natural rates of sedimentation as modeled.     

CO2-9 Streams are linier; however the pipeline crossing effects a very 
small portion of the stream length.  The DEIS estimates the distance 
downstream the sediment would be transported at elevated level 
estimates the effects that this would have.  Also see the response to 
the preceding comment.     
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CO2 Continued, page 6 of 11 
 
CO2-10 The DEIS estimates the distance downstream the sediment would 

be transported at an elevated level and estimates the effects that this 
would have.  Monitoring and mitigation would reduce adverse 
effects.  Mitigation measures are included to reduce runoff from 
hillslope areas. The Project includes monitoring (table 2.5.2.1). 
Higher-risk stream crossings would have addition monitoring and 
mitigating (see section 4.62.3) and the extensive compensatory 
mitigation is proposed in table 2.1.4.1).  Additional monitoring 
would be required by ODFW under its permitting process. 

CO2-11 While the analysis cannot rule out the possibility of a hillslope 
failure, the pipeline is being routed to avoid unstable areas to the 
extent practical.  See the discussion in section 4.2.2.2. 

CO2-12 The effects of sediment entering streams from all sources is 
analyzed in section 4.6.2.3. 
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CO2 Continued, page 7 of 11 
 
CO2-13 The Project includes measures to avoid routing across unstable 

areas.  While the analysis cannot rule out the possibility of a 
hillslope failure, the pipeline is being routed to avoid unstable areas 
to the extent practical.  See the discussion of geologic risks in 
section 4.2.2.2.   

CO2-14 The Project includes measures to avoid routing across unstable 
areas.  While the analysis cannot rule out the possibility of a 
hillslope failure, the pipeline is being routed to avoid unstable areas 
to the extent practical.  See the discussion of geologic risks in 
section 4.2.2.2.    

CO2-15 The project includes limited new road construction. Road use 
during operations would be limited to inspections. Roads would be 
closed by barriers and Project-related mitigation includes many 
miles of road decommissioning (see the mitigation identified in 
table 2.5.2.1, as well as other mitigation to reduce to risk of 
sediment entering streams. 
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CO2-16 Section 4.10.2.5 of the DEIS discusses the concerns that 

unauthorized OHV use could adversely affect resources.  Locations 
of particular concern are listed on page 4-850. The Recreation 
Management Plan describes measures to control unauthorized use.  
Sediment arising from unauthorized use that occurs despite these 
control measures is unlikely to have a significant effect on fish and 
would be more than offset by mitigation to reduce sediment from 
roads (see table 2.5.2.1).     

CO2-17 See the above response. 
CO2-18 The FEIS has been revised in the relevant sections where these 

stream crossings were identified in the DEIS.  The referenced text 
(DEIS page 4-74, 4-75) in Comment CO2-18 has been deleted in 
the FEIS based on the fact that the applicant adjusted the route at 
these locations to avoid these sensitive areas as recommended by 
FERC in the DEIS (Page 5-30, recommendation # 17). The 
commenter is incorrect in the assertion that the Medford BLM 
District is unique with respect to indicating sediment impacts on 
federal lands.  Each BLM and Forest Service administrative unit 
systematically reviewed each crossing on federal lands and worked 
with FERC to disclose the associated impacts to water quality and 
other values related to Riparian Reserves within each 5th field 
watershed (See Section 4.3.5 and Appendix J for a full discussion 
of this topic). 

CO2-19 The DEIS does not say that there are no other areas where problems 
may occur.  Rather it identifies known problem areas, requires 
surveys to identify any additional areas, and includes measures to 
avoid, minimize and mitigate soil problems. For example, see 
section 4.2.2.2. 
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CO2-20 Modeling based on best available science was used to examine this 

issue.  ODFW baseline information on streams and survey data was 
used where available.  Also, ODFW would require site-specific 
survey information as part of their permitting process. 

CO2-21 Riparian buffer widths and other differences between federal and 
private lands are the result of differing laws and regulations.  These 
laws and regulations are not subject to FERC's authority. 

CO2-22 Riparian buffer widths and other differences between federal and 
private lands are the result of differing laws and regulations.  These 
laws and regulations are not subject to FERC's authority. 

CO2-23 The 1,800-page final recovery plan was issued shortly before the 
DEIS was finalized.  The DEIS used the draft plan, we reviewed 
the final version in preparing the FEIS. 
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CO2-24 Comment noted. 
CO2-25 Section 4.7.1.1 states that wolves have been documented in the area 

crossed by the pipeline.  The presence of a wolf in Klamath County 
(which is where Keno is located) is noted. Section 4.7 has been 
updated to reflect recent wolf activity in the vicinity of the pipeline.  
As the DEIS states, wolves in the Project area are protected by both 
federal and state laws. 

CO2-26 Federally listed species are managed by the USFWS.  Surveys and 
avoidance, minimization and mitigation requirements will be 
identified in the BO prepared by the USFWS  following the release 
of the FEIS.  Oregon spotted frogs are discussed in section 4.7.1.4.    

CO2-27 The impacts the project would have on red tree voles are discussed 
in section 4.7.4 of the DEIS (see pages 4-710 to 4-712) and in 
Appendix K.  The results of the analysis indicated that, despite 
impacts on an estimated 103 red tree vole sites (56 habitat areas), 
the remaining sites of the red tree vole in the NSO range would 
continue to provide a reasonable assurance of species persistence. 
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CO3 Umpqua Watersheds, Inc., Joseph Patrick (Pat) Quinn 
 
CO3-1 See the response to IND43-8. 
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CO4 Clam Diggers Association of Washington 
 
CO4-1 As explained in section 4.4 of the DEIS, the construction of the 

Jordan Cove terminal access channel and the Pacific Connector 
pipeline across Haynes Inlet would have temporary impacts on the 
bay.  On February 3, 2015, Jordan Cove filed the results of its 2014 
geotechnical testing program at the Ingram Yard.  We have 
analyzed those results and updated section 4.3 of the FEIS as 
appropriate.  The remaining portions of this comment addresses 
contamination sampling that would be conducted by the ODEQ that 
have no relationship with the Jordan Cove-Pacific Connector 
Project. 
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CO5 Climate Crisis Working Group 
 
 
CO5-1 Earthquakes are discussed in section 4.2.1 of the EIS.  The 

proposed LNG terminal site does not contain pristine sand dunes as 
this has been an industrial site since the early 1960s (see section 
4.1.1 of the EIS).  The stability of the site is discussed in section 
4.3. 
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CO6 Western Environmental Law Center 
 
 
CO6-1 The FERC is preparing a biological assessment (BA) to be 

submitted to the FWS and NMFS to initiate formal consultations 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA).  The BA was never 
referenced as an appendix to the DEIS.  It will be a stand-alone 
document.  There is nothing in the ESA or its implementing 
regulations that require public comments on the BA.  While the 
DEIS indicated that the FERC originally intended to produce the 
BA in November 2014; in fact, it has been delayed.  There is no 
statutory or legal requirement for when a BA should be submitted 
to the Services.  Once completed, the FERC will post an electronic 
copy of the BA on our eLibrary system, available on the FERC 
webpage for public viewing through the internet.  The DEIS 
contained a summary of the findings of our BA in section 4.7.  
Therefore, the public had the opportunity to comment on our 
determinations of impact on individual federally-listed species 
during the 90-day DEIS comment period.   
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CO7 Western Energy Alliance, Denver, CO 
 
CO7-1 Comment noted. 
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CO7-2 Comment noted. 
  

 W-95 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

CO8 Klamath Siskiyou Wildlands Center, George Sexton 
 
CO8-1 The authorities for considering amendments to BLM and USFS 

LMPs are discussed in section 4.1.3.4 of the EIS.  Specifically the 
implementing regulations for FLPMA at 43 CFR 1610.5-5 describe 
the process for amending BLM LMPs, and the regulations for 
NFMA at 36  CFR 219.10(f) describe the process for amending 
USFS LMPs. The BLM and USFS recognize, and have proposed 
amendments, where the proposed project is inconsistent with the 
current land management plans.   The environmental effects of the 
proposed pipeline have been disclosed in the EIS.   The BLM and 
Forest Service have not proposed violations of the LMPs.  The 
proposed LMP amendments are addressed in the DEIS in sections 
2.1.3, 2.1.4, and 4.1.3.  The significance of the amendments (for the 
Forest Service) are discussed in section 4.1.3.4.  The compensatory 
mitigation plans proposed by the BLM and Forest Service have 
been designed to ensure the objectives of the LMPs could continue 
to be met if the PCGP is approved and constructed (see section 
2.1.4 and Appendix F of the DEIS). 

CO8-2 The authorities for considering amendments to BLM and USFS 
LMPs are discussed in section 4.1.3.4 of the EIS.  Specifically the 
implementing regulations for FLPMA at 43 CFR 1610.5-5 describe 
the process for amending BLM LMPs, and the regulations for 
NFMA at 36  CFR 219.10(f) describe the process for amending 
USFS LMPs. Forest Plan amendments to the controlling 
RMP/LMPs have been proposed (see DEIS section 2.1.3).  These 
proposed amendments are going through public input and review 
as part of the NEPA process.  Since the PCGP project would affect 
a very small portion of each of the affected BLM and FS 
management units and would apply only to the PCGP project, 
developing a new LMP is not appropriate. 
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CO8-3 The NWFP does not preclude the consideration of plan 

amendments.  The underlying laws and regulations guiding plan 
amendments are discussed in section 1.4.2 of the DEIS.  However, 
there is no proposal by the BLM or Forest Service to exempt the 
proposed PCGP project from direction in the NWFP at C-17 for 
new developments in LSR. The mitigation actions proposed by the 
BLM and Forest Service have been designed so that overall the 
impact would be neutral or beneficial to the creation and 
maintenance of LSOG habitat within LSRs (see DEIS section 2.1.4, 
4.1.3.6, 4.1.3.7 and Appendices F and H). 

CO8-4 The "Roads Route Alternative" proposed by the Forest Service is 
discussed in the EIS (see DEIS page 3-52 to 3-55).  This route was 
not selected because it would have been 3 miles longer and have 
imposed a greater construction footprint in the LSR, and was not 
constructible in places due to terrain and tight radius turnpoints.  It 
is important to note however that the original May 2006 route 
proposed by the applicant was modified to incorporate as much of 
the proposed Forest Service "roads route" as was feasible.  As a 
result the proposed route in the 2014 DEIS incorporates 
recommendations of the "roads route,” such as co-locating the 
pipeline within existing forest road corridors and within 
regeneration harvested areas, to minimize impacts to mature forests 
in LSR 227.  After working with the applicant to create the 
modified route the Forest Service determined that neither the May 
2006 route, nor the USFS "roads route" would be environmentally 
preferable to the modified proposed route.  Additional discussion 
has been added in the FEIS to clarify this. 
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CO8-5 A Compensatory Mitigation Plan has been developed by the BLM and 

Forest Service (see section 2.1.4 and Appendix F of the DEIS).  The 
mitigation actions for LSR have been designed to be neutral or beneficial 
to the creation and maintenance of LSOG habitat by maintaining the 
overall acreage of LSOG within LSRs, and enhancing the function of the 
LSRs (e.g. through the addition of snags and large woody debris).   Section 
4.1.3.6 and Appendix H of the DEIS include discussions and analyses of 
the project and the proposed mitigation available to agency decision-
makers. 

CO8-6 In discussing the proposed mitigation actions of the BLM and Forest 
Service the DEIS on page 4-164 states, "The mitigation actions are 
described as part of FERC's proposed action in section 2.1.4 and appendix 
F of this DEIS."  Appendix F is also referenced numerous times throughout 
the DEIS in relation to the proposed mitigation actions of the BLM and 
Forest Service (e.g. see Table 2.1.7-1 of the DEIS).  Although these 
mitigation actions have been included in Appendix O of the BA, they are 
also included in Appendix F of the DEIS. 

CO8-7 Mitigation would not change the checkerboard ownership of the BLM and 
private lands or the past timber harvest (private and federal) that has 
occurred in this area.  The BLM lands in the area the proposed pipeline 
would impact LSR 223 are already all designated as LSR.  Therefore any 
reallocation of BLM lands from Matrix to LSR would not occur in this area 
of the proposed pipeline.  Mitigation actions that look at the site scale as 
well as the LSR scale are consistent with direction previously issued by the 
Regional Interagency Executive Committee of the NWFP when 
considering new developments in LSR.  Additional discussion of this 
proposed reallocation has been included in the FEIS.  The matrix lands 
proposed for reallocation are not currently planned for harvest, but the 
Umpqua NF is presently managing these acres as matrix.  When and if 
these acres would be proposed for timber harvest or other management 
activities consistent with present LMP designations is speculative. 

CO8-8 Surveys for survey and manage species are required prior to ground 
disturbing activities.  The proposed reallocations of matrix land to LSR are 
not ground disturbing activities and therefore surveys for survey and 
manage species have not been conducted for the proposed reallocation 
amendments. 
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CO8-9 The proposed route does not contradict with the "roads route" proposed by the Forest 

Service.    It is important to note that the original May 2006 route proposed by the 
applicant was modified to incorporate as much of the proposed Forest Service "roads 
route" as was feasible.  As a result the proposed route in the 2014 DEIS incorporates 
segments of the "roads route" and utilizes existing forest roads and regeneration harvested 
areas to minimize impacts to mature forests.  After working with the applicant to create 
the modified route the Forest Service determined that it was environmentally preferable 
over both the May 2006 route and the Forest Service "roads route." There are also 
numerous past timber harvest areas in this location and as such there is little existing 
interior forest habitat in this portion of the LSR (e.g. see page 7 of Appendix R2 of the 
DEIS).  The proposed reallocation area adjoins LSR 227 and would add approximately 
six times as many acres of LSOG to the LSR than would be removed by the construction 
of the pipeline (see page 4-204 of the DEIS). 

CO8-10 The matrix lands proposed for reallocation are not currently planned for harvest.  The 
Rogue River NF is presently managing these acres as matrix.  When and if these acres 
would be proposed for timber harvest or other management activities consistent with 
present LMP designations is speculative.  Surveys for survey and manage species are 
required prior to ground disturbing activities.  The proposed reallocations of matrix land 
to LSR are not ground disturbing activities and therefore surveys for survey and manage 
species have not been conducted for the proposed reallocation amendments. 

CO8-11 A large percentage of the impacts discussed on page 4-204 of the DEIS (page 2-206 does 
not exist in the DEIS) are "indirect impacts" where LSOG habitat would not be removed 
by the project.  Also only a small portion of the forest habitat that would be removed in 
LSR meets the criteria for LSOG habitat.  The DEIS discloses that for every acre of LSOG 
habitat within LSRs that would be removed by the project, approximately 10 acres of 
LSOG habitat would be added to the LSR system (see Table 4.1.3.7-12 of the DEIS).  
Also in addition to the reallocation of matrix to LSR 227 there is also a compensatory 
mitigation plan developed by the Forest Service that has been designed with the goal that 
overall the project would be neutral or beneficial to the creation and maintenance of 
LSOG habitat within LSR 227 (see pages 4-202 to 4-211 and Appendix F of the DEIS). 

CO8-12 The DEIS discloses on page 4-204 that the additional clearing for road reconstruction 
within LSR 227 would be approximately 4 acres and occur within the existing road 
clearing limits to the extent possible.  The discussion of impacts on LSOG habitat in the 
DEIS includes impacts from road construction/reconstruction (see sections 4.6 and 4.7 of 
the DEIS). 

CO8-13 Road decommissioning work is planned by the agencies in advance, in conjunction with 
transportation management planning and Watershed analysis. Roads are identified as 
candidates for decommissioning whether or not funding would ever be available. Road 
decommissioning is implemented by the agencies as funding is available.  The CMP 
would make possible road decommissioning identified in watershed analyses and in LSR 
assessments at a level above our existing program capacity.  If the PCGP project is 
approved and constructed, funding would be provided by the applicant for the proposed 
mitigations. 
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CO8-14 Figure 4.1-40 discloses that there would be approximately 783 acres of 

edge effect impacts and approximately 894 acres of edge reduction 
mitigation in LSR 223 and 227.  This however is not the only mitigation 
actions proposed for LSRs.  Table 4.1.3.7-16 of the DEIS summarizes the 
offsite mitigation actions in LSRs and Table 4.1.3.7-15 summarizes the 
amount of LSOG habitat impacted in LSR with the amount of LSOG 
habitat reallocated to LSR.  All of these actions combined have been 
designed to be neutral or beneficial to the creation and maintenance of 
LSOG habitat in LSR. 

CO8-15 A large percentage of the impacts displayed in Figure 4.1-43 are "indirect 
effects" where LSOG habitat would not be removed by the project. Figure 
4.1-43 displays that for every acre of LSOG habitat within LSRs in the 
Oregon Coast and Oregon Western Cascade Provinces that would be 
removed by the project, approximately 6 acres of LSOG habitat would be 
added to the LSR system (see Table 4.1.3.7-15 of the DEIS).  Also in 
addition to the reallocation of matrix to LSR, there is a compensatory 
mitigation plan developed by the BLM and Forest Service that has been 
designed with the goal that overall the project would be neutral or 
beneficial to the creation and maintenance of LSOG habitat within LSRs 
in the Oregon Coast and Western Oregon Cascades provinces (see section 
2.1.4, 4.1.3.7, and Appendix F of the DEIS). 

CO8-16 Page 2-53 of the DEIS discloses that approximately 6,600 acres of 
integrated fuels reduction in overstocked stands is being proposed by the 
BLM/Forest Service.  This action is being proposed to reduce the risk of 
stand-replacement fire and possible losses of LSOG forest/ NSO habitat in 
an area that has a history of lightning fires.  This activity is further 
discussed in Table 2.1.4-1 including the expected environmental 
consequences.  The purpose of the proposed fuel reduction activities is 
discussed on pages 2-51 through 2-54 and in Table 2.1.4-1 of the DEIS.  
Subsequent site-specific environmental analysis would further define the 
details of the proposals.  Amendments to the LMPs have not been proposed 
for the mitigation actions outlined in section 2.1.4 of the DEIS.  The 
mitigation actions are being designed to be consistent with the LMPs as 
well as the recommendations in watershed assessments and the LSR 
assessments.  With the proposed amendments the PCGP project would not 
violate the LMPs. 
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CO8-17 The impacts the project would have on LSRs including fire risk is discussed in 

the DEIS and additional discussion has been added in the FEIS.  A compensatory 
mitigation plan has been developed so that overall the project (with the 
mitigations implemented) would be either neutral or beneficial to the creation and 
maintenance of late successional habitat within the LSRs. 

CO8-18 The proposed mitigation actions have been designed to reduce the potential for 
late successional habitat loss due to high intensity wildfires within the LSRs.  The 
actions have not been designed to exclude fire from LSRs.  Additional discussion 
has been added in the FEIS. 

CO8-19 This comment letter contained an attachment that did not directly comment on 
the DEIS.  This attachment has been reviewed and any relevant information 
found was incorporated into the analysis as applicable; however, the attachment 
is not included in this Appendix to the FEIS.  The entire comment letter, including 
this attachments, is available on the eLibrary filed under accession number 
20150203-5164. 

CO8-20 The proposed mitigation actions have been designed to reduce the potential for 
late successional habitat loss due to stand replacement wildfires within the LSRs.  
The actions have not been designed to exclude fire from LSRs.  Attached to the 
comments was a paper authored by Jerry Franklin et al. that was presented at the 
Society for Conservation Biology Scientific Panel on Fire in Western U.S. 
Forests in August of 2006.  This paper did not address the PCGP project but the 
Federal agencies will consider the science presented in the paper to the extent that 
is relevant to the analysis in the FEIS. The original comment in its entirety, which 
contained the Franklin et al. paper, can be accessed on the eLibrary under 
accession number 20150203-5164(30124572). Additional discussion on fire risk 
has been added in the FEIS. 

CO8-21 The "Roads Route Alternative" proposed by the Forest Service is discussed in the 
EIS (see DEIS page 3-52 to 3-55).  This route was not selected because it would 
have been 3 miles longer and have imposed a greater construction footprint in the 
LSR, and was not constructible in places due to terrain and tight radius turnpoints.  
It is important to note however that the original May 2006 route proposed by the 
applicant was modified to incorporate as much of the proposed Forest Service 
"roads route" as was feasible.  As a result the proposed route in the 2014 DEIS 
incorporates recommendations of the "roads route,” such as co-locating the 
pipeline within existing forest road corridors and within regeneration harvested 
areas, to minimize impacts to mature forests in LSR 227.  After working with the 
applicant to create the modified route the Forest Service determined that neither 
the May 2006 route, nor the USFS "roads route" would be environmentally 
preferable to the modified proposed route.  Additional discussion has been added 
in the FEIS to clarify this. 
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CO8-22 An analysis of the proposed survey and manage plan amendments 

is included in the DEIS (see section 4.7.4, and Appendix K). Also 
an analysis of the relationship to LMP Objectives and Significance 
Assessment for Forest Service Plans is addressed in section 4.1.3.4. 
The analysis determined that the management objectives of the 
survey and manage mitigation measure would continue to be met 
with the proposed amendment. 

CO8-23 The impacts to soils are addressed in the DEIS (see sections 4.1.3.4, 
4.3, and 4.14).  Discussion on page 4-66 of the DEIS was not found 
that would indicate there is no proposed road decommissioning 
mitigation on the Winema NF.  There are over 21 miles of road 
decommissioning proposed for the Winema NF (see Table 2.1.4-2 
and Appendix F of the DEIS). 

CO8-24 The impacts the proposed project would have on riparian areas and 
riparian reserve management objectives is disclosed in the DEIS 
(see sections, 4.1.3.5, 4.4.4, and Appendix J). 

CO8-25 Watershed restoration work is planned by the agencies in advance, 
in conjunction with transportation management planning and 
Watershed analysis. Projects are identified as candidates for 
restoration whether or not funding would ever be available. 
Restoration work is implemented by the agencies as funding is 
available.  The CMP would make possible mitigation actions 
identified in watershed analyses and in LSR assessments at a level 
above the agencies existing program capacity.  If the PCGP project 
is approved and constructed, funding would be provided by the 
applicant for the proposed mitigations. 
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CO8-26 The BLM and FS are not relying on ongoing watershed restoration 

activities as mitigation for the effects of the PCGP project.  Rather, 
the BLM and Forest Service are proposing mitigation actions to 
compensate for the unavoidable adverse effects of the PCGP 
project to ensure the objectives in the LMPs would continue to be 
met. Consistency with the management objectives for BLM and 
Forest Service LMPs, including the ACS are addressed in the DEIS 
(see sections 4.1.3.5, 4.4.4 and Appendix J). The mitigation actions 
proposed by the BLM and Forest Service would be funded by the 
applicant. 

CO8-27 This comment letter contained attachments that did not directly 
comment on the DEIS.  These attachments have been reviewed and 
any relevant information found was incorporated into the analysis 
as applicable; however, the attachments are not included in this 
Appendix to the FEIS.  The entire comment letter, including these 
attachments, is available on the eLibrary filed under accession 
number 20150213-5299. 
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CO9 Save Our Rural Oregon, Paul Fouch, PE, President 
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CO9-1 The DEIS was complete.  The document meets the requirements of the 

CEQ regulations for implementing the NEPA.  The Project has nothing 
to do with “industrial biomass.”  The Pacific Connector pipeline would 
transport natural gas.   

CO9-2 Safety and pipeline design were discussed in section 4.13 of the DEIS.  
DOT standards require the burial of a pipeline below ground. 
Underground pipelines are maintained using a pig; or internal inspection 
tool.  A natural gas pipeline on top of the ground would be unsafe, and 
would have more impacts on wetlands and waterbodies, and would be 
more subject to flooding.  Having curves in a pipeline does not create 
stress in the materials, and does not build up pressure.  In fact, some of 
the curves are so the pipeline route can avoid or reduce impacts on 
federally-listed species.  There was a route realignment between MPs 
195.3 and 195.3 on the Collins tract to avoid a population of Applegate’s 
milk-vetch.  Otherwise, the Pacific Connector pipeline route between the 
Collins tract and Keno would follow the existing Weyerhaeuser Timber 
Company Road and the GTN Medford lateral pipeline.  Following an 
existing right-of-way typically has less environmental impacts.          

CO9-3 As discussed above, in our response to CO9-2, the proposed route of the 
Pacific Connector pipeline in this area would avoid or reduce impacts on 
federally-listed species.  Buried pipelines are able to withstand stress 
from seismic events.  Project-related responses to earthquakes were 
discussed in section 4.2.2 of the DEIS.  Underground FERC-regulated 
natural gas transmission pipelines generally do not leak.  Safety is 
addressed in section 4.13.  There is no requirement for pipeline rights-
of-way to be fenced.   

CO9-4 The DEIS indicated that the  Project would comply with all federal, and 
applicable state laws and regulations.  All pipeline welds would be 
inspected (see section 4.13 of the DEIS).  FERC-jurisdictional natural 
gas transportation pipelines rarely leak.  See response to IND1-2.  The 
DEIS discusses potential impacts on wildlife in section 4.6, including 
compliance with the MBTA.  Section 4.7 addresses impacts on 
federally-listed and state sensitive species.  Note that the assessment 
required by the ESA is found in the Biological Assessment (BA). 
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CO9-5 Seismic hazards are discussed in section 4.2.2. This project does 

not include building dams or levies, therefore they are not included 
in this NEPA analysis. 

CO9-6 Seismic hazards are discussed in section 4.2.2.2.  The risks of 
earthquakes and the effects on welded pipelines are disclosed. 
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CO9-7 Waterbodies and floodplains are discussed in section 4.4 of the 

DEIS, including susceptibility to scour.  An underground pipeline 
is not likely to be adversely impacted by a flood.  Pacific Connector 
would cross under the Klamath River using an HDD.   The pipe 
would be well below the river bottom and would not be impacted 
by logs washing downstream. Dredging the Klamath River is not 
part of the proposed Project, therefore this topic is not included in 
this EIS. 

CO9-8 Soil resources are discussed in section 4.3 of the DEIS.  The 
pipeline is not likely to break during an earthquake, as discussed in 
section 4.2.1.3.  Natural gas is lighter than air.  In the unlikely event 
of a leak, natural gas would not contaminate farmland or rivers, 
because it would escape upwards and be disbursed in the wind.    

CO9-9 We are not familiar with a project-related “pumping station” near 
Jack Road.  Hydrostatic discharges are not likely to create much 
noise.  Project-related noise impacts are discussed in section 4.12 
of the DEIS, including impacts on wildlife. 
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CO9 Continued, page 5 of 6 
 
CO9-10 Impacts on federal and state-listed species are addressed in Section 

4.7 of the DEIS. 
CO9-11 See response to CO9-4. 
CO9-12 The DEIS addressed impacts on wetlands and waterbodies in 

section 4.4.  The DEIS discusses the need for the project to comply 
with all federal, state, and local laws and ordinances.  This includes 
the Oregon Administrative Rules. 

CO9-13 The pipeline would be buried underground in accordance with 
DOT standards and requirements.     
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CO9 Continued, page 6 of 6 
 
CO9-14 The DEIS discusses the need for the project to comply with all 

federal, state, and local laws and ordinances.  This includes laws to 
protect archeological materials.  Section 4.11 of the DEIS 
addressed the identification and protection of important 
archaeological sites.  Between MP 187 (near Keno) and MP 199 
(Klamath River) most of the pipeline corridor was surveyed for 
cultural resources, including shovel testing.  Two prehistoric 
archaeological sites were identified in this area, which are not 
eligible for the National Register of Historic Places; and one 
historic site (the Weyerhaeuser Mill) which is eligible. 

CO9-15 This comment letter contained attachments that did not directly 
comment on the DEIS.  These attachments have been reviewed and 
any relevant information found was incorporated into the analysis 
as applicable; however, the attachments are not included in this 
Appendix to the FEIS.  The entire comment letter, including these 
attachments, is available on the eLibrary filed under accession 
number 20150120-0007. 
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CO10 Douglas County Global Warming Coalition 
 
CO10-1 Climate change was addressed in section 4.14.3.12 of the DEIS.  

See the response to IND1-1. 
CO10-2 Project generated GHG emissions were discussed in section 

4.12.1.4 of the DEIS.  See also the response to IND1-1. 
CO10-3 The draft guidelines specify (p. 7) that "In light of the difficulties 

in attributing specific climate impacts to individual projects, CEQ 
recommends agencies use the projected GHG emissions…as the 
proxy for assessing a proposed action's potential climate change 
impacts."  This is what was done; (i.e., GHG emissions are 
presented in Section 4.12.1.4).  That being said, we have also 
identified the importance of climate change as a cumulative impact 
in Section 4.14.3.12.  Modifications to the text in these sections 
have been made to clarify. 

CO10-4 Comment noted. 
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CO10 Continued, page 2 of 2 
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CO11 Jackson County Democrats 
 
CO11-1 The current BLM and Forest Service land management regulations 

(43 CFR 1600 and 36 CFR 219) do not preclude the placement of 
energy transmission facilities on BLM and Forest Service public 
lands, and BLM specifically has the authority to grant ROWs for 
energy transmission facilities on Federal lands. The BLM and 
Forest Service have proposed site-specific amendments (under 
these same authorities) to some of the management direction in the 
LMPs. No revisions of LMPs have been proposed by the BLM or 
Forest Service for the PCGP project. As part of the consideration 
to amend specific portions of LMPs the BLM and FS have prepared 
compensatory mitigation plans that would ensure the objectives in 
the respective LMPs could be maintained if the PCGP project was 
approved and constructed (see section 2.1.4 and appendix F of the 
DEIS.   

CO11-2 The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent domain 
to private companies that receive a Certificate from the FERC when 
it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947.     
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CO11 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
CO11-3 The FERC does not require that either Jordan Cove or Pacific 

Connector post bonds. However, Jordan Cove’s June 10, 2014 
MOU with the ODE requires the posting of a bond to cover 
retirement costs.   Also, both companies would have insurance to 
cover the unlikely event of an incident.    Seismic risks are assessed 
in section 4.2. 

CO11-4 GHG emissions resulting from the Project were discussed in 
section 4.12.1.4 of the DEIS.  This Project does not include 
fracking.  See response to IND1-2. 

CO11-5 See response to IND37-4. 
CO11-6 The economic benefits of the Project were outlined in section 4.9 

of the DEIS. 
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CO12 Building and Construction Trades 
 
CO12-1 Comment noted. 
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CO12 Continued, page 2 of 3 
 
CO12-2 Comment noted. 
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CO13 Oregon Wild 
 
CO13-1 Some of the natural gas supplied to the Jordan Cove terminal would 

have been produced by conventional means.  As explained in 
section 1.4.4, there is no reasonable way to know exploration or 
production methods.  The Project-specific impacts on waterbodies 
are discussed in section 4.4 of this EIS; impacts on habitats are 
addressed in section 4.5.  FERC-jurisdictional transmission 
pipelines leak very small amounts of methane. See the responses to 
IND1-1, IND1-2, and  IND6-1. 

CO13-2 As stated in section 4.2.1.3 of the EIS, Jordan Cove would design 
and construct its facilities in a manner that takes geological 
conditions, such as an earthquake, into consideration.  Potential 
impacts from a future predicted tsunami on the terminal are 
discussed in section 4.2.1.3. 

CO13-3 Impacts on Coos Bay and the North Spit are addressed in sections 
4.4 and 4.5. 

CO13-4 As explained in section 4.4.2.2, the Pacific Connector pipeline 
would not pollute drinking water sources.  Impacts on wetlands are 
discussed in section 4.4.3.2; impacts on salmon in section 4.6. 

CO13-5 Impacts on old growth forest are discussed in section 4.5.1.2; 
impacts on endangered species are addressed in section 4.7. 

CO13-6 Thousands of miles of natural gas transmission pipelines have been 
safely constructed and operated through mountainous terrain.  See 
the safety section in 4.13 of the EIS.  The DOT regulates pipeline 
design and standards.  Fire hazards are discussed in section 4.5.1.2. 

CO13-7 Property rights would not be violated; see section 4.9 of the EIS. 
The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent domain 
to private companies that receive a Certificate from the FERC when 
it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947. 

CO13-8 See the response to IND37-4. 

 W-117 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 

CO14 Friends of the Earth,  
 
CO14-1 The EIS evaluates the environmental effects of the Project, not the 

need.  The Commission will consider the need in its decision. 
CO14-2 See the responses to IND1-2 and -3. 
CO14-3 The comment is correct, fracking is not analyzed in this EIS, see 

the response to IND1-3 for the reason. 
CO14-4 Comment noted. 
CO14-5 This comment letter contained multiple attachments that were not 

direct comments on the DEIS or Project.  These attachments have 
not been included in this FEIS appendix, but can be found on the 
eLibrary filed under Accession number 20150212-5199. 
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CO15 Colorado Oil & Gas Association, David Ludlam 
 
CO15-1 Comment noted. 
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CO15-2 Comment noted. 
CO15-3 Comment noted. 
 
  

 W-120 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 

 

CO15 Continued, page 3 of 3 
 
CO15-4 This comment letter contained multiple attachments that were not 

direct comments on the DEIS or Project.  These attachments have 
not been included in this FEIS appendix, but can be found on the 
eLibrary filed under Accession number 20150212-5199. 
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CO16 Green America, Todd Larsen 
 
CO16-1 See the response to IND1-1. 
CO16-2 See the response to IND1-3. 
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CO16 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
CO16-3 The analysis did not concur with the opinions of these two 

scientists. 
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CO17 Cascade Wildlands, Francis Eatherington 
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CO17 Continued, page 2 of 16 
 
CO17-1 Neither agency proposes to "forgive" damages to trees in the 

UCSAs.  The BLM will hold PCGP financially responsible for all 
trees cut or damaged in the UCSAs.  BLM does not have the 
authority to sell timber and retain it on site.  Forest Service operates 
under different legal authority and can retain trees that have been 
cut and direct their use. 

CO17-2 The green tree retention standards in the NWFP are directed at 
timber management activities in the Matrix and do not apply to 
removal and management of vegetation for a right-of-way 
authorization. 

CO17-3 The export of logs from clearing the right-of-way on BLM and 
Forest Service lands is restricted.  The restrictions would be 
stipulated in the agencies' contracts for the sale of right-of-way 
timber.  They are also detailed in the Plan of Development filed 
with FERC by the applicant.  Section 2.1.5 of the DEIS will be 
revised in the Final EIS to address this comment. 

CO17-4 This comment addresses the Right of Way Clearing Plan in the Plan 
of Development, not the DEIS.  The full sentence for the Forest 
Service reads:  Trees cut within the Riparian Reserves and LSRs on 
USFS lands will be left in place or decked as specified by the USFS 
to meet land management objectives if determined necessary by the 
USFS (emphasis added).  The BLM does not have a similar 
authority whereby a purchaser would cut timber and BLM would 
retain it on site. The BLM does have the authority to allow a 
purchaser to use timber they have bought for another purpose on 
the project, like LWD in the streams.  The BLM and USFS are not 
double counting mitigation.  The off-site mitigation actions 
proposed in the compensatory mitigation plans are in addition to 
any project requirements and design features that are on-site. 
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CO17 Continued, page 3 of 16 
 
CO17-5 This is not a BLM forest management action.  It is a pipeline 

construction project that if approved would occupy federal lands 
under a right of way grant.  The EIS has disclosed the effects and 
consultations with appropriate agencies has been conducted.  
Agency decisions made under these conditions may allow for the 
use of feller-bunchers on steeper slopes than typically used for 
timber management actions. 
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CO17 Continued, page 4 of 16 
 
CO17-6 These issues are addressed in section 4.5.1., 4.5.2.1, and 4.5.2.3.  

Approximately 546 acres of forest would be removed from the 
timber base.  This is a very small percentage of timber lands in the 
19 watersheds crossed by the Project.  For cumulative effects of 
timber harvest, see table 4.14.3.1. 

CO17-7 Comment noted.  See section 4.10.2.1, it estimates that extensive 
roadway reconstruction outside the existing roadbed would be 
needed for 65 of the existing roads. 

CO17-8 The BLM and Forest Service have not proposed violations of the 
underlying management plans.  The proposed LMP amendments 
for the PCGP project are addressed in the DEIS within sections 
2.1.3, 2.1.4, and 4.1.3.  The compensatory mitigation plans 
proposed by the BLM and Forest Service have been designed to 
ensure the objectives of the LMPs could continue to be met if the 
project were approved and constructed (see section 2.1.4 and 
Appendix F).  A single EIS is consistent with NEPA regulations to 
include connected actions in the analysis and with the Energy 
Policy Act of 2005 which directs Federal Agencies to prepare a 
single environmental analysis in reviewing energy proposals with 
the FERC.  The 90 day public comment period for the DEIS was 
twice the required 45 day comment period in the NEPA regulations 
(40 CFR 1506.10(d)). 

CO17-9 The BLM and Forest Service have proposed site specific 
amendments to their LMPs that would make provision for the 
PCGP project.  Revisions of LMPs for the PCGP project have not 
been proposed by the BLM or the Forest Service.  The impacts the 
construction of the pipeline would have on the environment 
including the impacts noted in the comment are discussed in 
various sections of the DEIS (e.g. see sections 4.1, through 4.7). 

CO17-10 Chapter 3 analyzes a reasonable range of alternatives.  NEPA 
doesn't require all possible alternatives be analyzed.    
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CO17 Continued, page 5 of 16 
 
CO17-11 The BLM and Forest Service have not proposed to violate the 

NWFP or to prepare LMP "Revisions" for the PCGP project.  The 
proposed BLM and Forest Service compensatory mitigation plans 
for the PCGP project are discussed in section 2.1.4 and Appendix 
F of the DEIS including the rationale for the proposed actions. The 
mitigation plans are considered as a whole and are aimed at 
maintaining the objectives of the LMPs that would be affected by 
the PCGP Project.  The BLM is currently proposing to place 
heliponds on private timber company lands with the cooperation of 
the timber companies for the purpose of improving fire protection 
on public and private lands.  This is in mutual interest since the 
ponds would benefit all land owners in the area.  Additional 
discussion has been added in the FEIS.  There is no proposal to fill 
the ponds with discharge water from hydrostatic testing. 

CO17-12 The efforts to avoid and minimize adverse impacts to LSRs is 
discussed in the DEIS in section 3.4.3.2, 3.4.3.3, 4.1.3.6 and 
Appendix H of the DEIS.  Due to the density of the LSR network 
in SW Oregon avoiding all LSRs would require locating the 
pipeline route entirely on private land or on Highways.  
Consideration of these routes is also discussed in the DEIS in 
section 3.4.1 and in Resource Report 10 attached to PCGP 2013 
application to FERC. Less than 2 acres at the southern edge of 
KOAC P2294 would be cleared for the PCGP project (see Figure 
4.1-20 of the DEIS). 

CO17-13 As stated in section 3.4.3.1 of the DEIS.  "The Commission will 
consider the need and public benefit of this Project when making 
its decision on whether or not to authorize it, as documented in the 
Project Order. The cooperating agencies will consider public 
benefit within the context of each agency's respective authorities. 
Each cooperating agency will document its decision in the 
applicable permit, approval, concurrence, or determination." 

CO17-14 The Jordan Cove facility would contribute to the worlds' 
greenhouse emissions as disclosed in section 4.12.1.4.  See table 
4.12.1.4-1 for the total Project CO2 equivalents.  What percent of 
the world-wide GHG emissions this would be 35 years from now 
is unknown.  See section 4.14.3.12 for a discussion of climate 
change. 
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CO17 Continued, page 6 of 16 
 
CO17-15 See the response to IND1-2 concerning leaks. The continued 

operation of Boardman coal fired generating plant or the end of its 
operation are beyond the scope of this analysis. 

CO17-16 Your comment on quantifying the Project's effect on climate 
change is noted.  See the response to IND1-3 in regard to fracking. 

CO17-17 The facility is being designed to withstand a tsunami, this should 
be sufficient to withstand a higher tide. 

CO17-18 See section 4.7.2.1, including the migration route and the risks to 
whales from tankers crossing that route. 

CO17-19 Ballast water, dredging, and effects on marine species are all 
discussed in section 4.6.2.1 of the DEIS. Note that the waterway 
has been dredged for decade and until recent years, ships have 
visited the bay for decades.  See section 4.6.2.1 for a comparison to 
the expected project effects to the current annual dredging effects. 
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CO17 Continued, page 7 of 16 
 
CO17-20 The risk of this occurring is extremely low due to the many 

regulations in place.  NEPA does not require that highly unlikely 
occurrences or events be considered in EISs.   

CO17-21 Both issues are addressed in section 4.13. 
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CO17 Continued, page 8 of 16 
 
CO17-22 Delays of a few minutes per flight (40 minutes per week) is well 

within the range of delays that the airport currently deals with, 
delays commonly result from weather or staffing problems. 

CO17-23 Section 4.10 is the Transportation section, it is not the same as 
section 4.1, Lands.   See section 4.10.1.4. 

CO17-24 Our analysis of potential Project-related impacts on the Southwest 
Oregon Regional Airport in North Bend can be found in section 
4.10.1.4 of the DEIS.  In a letter to the Commission dated 
December 22, 2014, commenting on our November 2014 DEIS for 
the LNG export Project in Docket No. CP13-483-000, the 
Southwest Oregon Regional Airport and Coos County Airport 
District stated that it “strongly concurs with (the) recommendation 
(in the DEIS for Jordan Cove to document consultations with the 
FAA and submit the results of studies before Project construction) 
and believes that the FAA process will assure that the Airport 
continues to operate safely and efficiently.”   
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CO17 Continued, page 9 of 16 
 
CO17-25 The DEIS addresses the effects in section 4.2.1.3 and the safety 

issues associated with the design are addressed in the applicable 
subsections of section 4.13. 

CO17-26 NEPA does not require that all information used in an EIS be 
provided to the public.  For example, information on cultural sites 
and the nest sites of ESA-listed species are not made public but they 
are considered in the analysis. 

CO17-27 See section 4.2.1.3 for a discussion of the risks associated with 
potential liquefaction settlements within the various soil layers 
found at the terminal site.  Section 4.2.1.4 discusses proposed soil 
liqufaction mitigation measures. The section references the Black 
and Veatch studies completed in 2014.  See also response to 
comment PM3-46. 
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CO17 Continued, page 10 of 16 
 
CO17-28 There is always a possibility, however remote, that someone would 

dig down to the pipe and blow it up; however, there are far easier 
targets for people wishing to cause harm.   

CO17-29 The New Carissa's grounding was the result of gross incompetence 
rather than weather.  Thousands of ships sail along the west coast 
every year without incident. The captain of the New Carissa failed 
to take basic steps to ensure the ship's safety.  These included 
dropping anchor in water too deep for the anchor to reach the 
bottom and not posting watch.  This is not considered likely to 
occur in the case of LNG tankers. 
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CO17 Continued, page 11 of 16 
 
CO17-30 See Jordan Cove's Supplemental Information filed January 15, 

2015 regarding the performance characteristics of the facility under 
a range of operating conditions.  Text has been clarified. 
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CO17-31 The text has been revised for clarification. 
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CO17 Continued, page 13 of 16 
 
CO17-32 The CEQ regulations at Part 1502.13 only require that an EIS 

should “briefly specify the underlying purpose and need” for a 
Project; which we have done in section 1.3 of the DEIS.  The 
Commissioners will have a broader discussion of purpose and need 
in their Project Order.  See response to IND1-6. 

CO17-33 Fracking, or hydraulic fracturing, is used during exploration and 
production of natural gas.  As stated in our response to IND1-2, the 
FERC does not regulate the exploration or production of natural 
gas.  In fact, fracking is not part of the Project; and therefore, the 
environmental impacts associated with that activity will not be 
analyzed in our environmental document.  See response to IND1-
3. 

CO17-34 NEPA does not require that every plan and study being prepared 
discussed in the DEIS be presented in that DEIS.  For example, the 
DEIS notes that a BA is being prepared.  NEPA does not require 
that the DEIS not be submitted to the public until the BA is 
completed. 

CO17-35 The DEIS does not make any claim about public benefit or lack 
thereof.  The EIS analyses environmental impacts from the Project.  
The Commission will determine whether the Project would have a 
public benefit in its Public Order. 
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CO17 Continued, page 14 of 16 
 
CO17-36 Much of the pipeline route crosses private land.  Most private 

landowners have not granted permission for surveys.  Therefore, 
the exact locations will not be known until the applicant has access 
to the entire route, surveys are completed, and final design is 
completed and approved by the various regulatory agencies. 
The pipeline would be tested in approximately 75 sections, each 
with varying lengths and water volume requirements. The 75 test 
header section breaks are the same thing as the hydrostatic test 
water discharge sites within the right-of-way.  Table D-3 of 
Appendix D to the DEIS lists potential hydrostatic test water 
discharge sites within the right-of-way. Seven potential hydrostatic 
discharge site locations outside of the right-of-way are shown on 
the pipeline route and work area maps provided in Appendix C to 
the DEIS. It is not clear what alignment sheets the commenter is 
referring to; there is no sheet 75 in Appendix C. Section 4.4 
evaluates hydrostatic testing. Pacific Connector filed a Hydrostatic 
Test Plan with FERC in January 2013 as Appendix M to their Plan 
of Development, available through eLibrary. 

CO17-37 Table D-7 identifies rock source and permanent disposal sites.  A 
discussion of temporary helicopter construction noise has been 
added to Section 4.12.2.4. 

CO17-38 Safety risks are accessed in section 4.13. This information is 
propriety, FERC does not require the applicant to release propriety 
information to the public.   

CO17-39 The DEIS does not state that the shape files are "incorporated by 
reference", it simply discusses how they were used and what they 
indicate.  "Incorporate by reference" is a specific term under NEPA.  
These shape files are propriety data, 40 CFR Part 1502.19 
specifically prohibits propriety data from being incorporated by 
reference. 
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CO17 Continued, page 15 of 16 
 
CO17-40 The DEIS does discuss how the pipeline and wildfire would 

interact.  See page 4-991 of the DEIS. 
CO17-41 There are over 300,000 miles of high-pressure gas pipelines in the 

country.  We are not aware of any issues associated with below 
ground rectifier/anode beds that input a low voltage electrical 
charge into the pipeline. 

CO17-42 Information has been added to the FEIS. 
CO17-43 The DEIS analyzed the environmental effects of the proposed 

project.  It does not consider the need for the project or how the 
economic viability of the project might be affected by economic 
trends or political decisions in Asia.  The Commission will 
considered the FEIS and other analyses in making its decision. 

CO17-44 The DOT is responsible for safety standards for pipelines, not 
FERC. 
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CO17 Continued, page 16 of 16 
 
CO17-45 Comments on the Project can be filed electronically, thereby 

eliminating the lag created by traditional mail services. 
CO17-46 This comment letter contained multiple attachments that were not 

direct comments on the DEIS or Project.  These attachments have 
not been included in this FEIS appendix, but can be found on the 
eLibrary filed under Accession number 20150212-5199. 
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CO18 Oregon Women’s Land Trust, Jenny Council 
 
CO18-1 Comment noted. 
CO18-2 FERC does not respond to individual comments in the EIS, it does 

consider them in the analysis. The DEIS includes mitigation for the 
loss of habitat on federal lands and the FWS will require mitigation 
for losses on private lands.  This does not mean effects on 
individual private parcels would be mitigated by providing 
compensation to that landowner.  Compensation to individual 
landowners is based on negotiations between the applicant and the 
landowner, or the court if an agreement can't be reached.    
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CO18-3 Comment noted. 
CO18-4 Pacific Connector no longer plans to use this unknown road 

because it is not functional without a bridge crossing of South 
Myrtle Creek. The road has been removed from Project maps and 
tables. 

CO18-5 Section 3.4.2.7 of the DEIS assesses two alternatives across the 
Oregon Women's Land Trust property, and acknowledges your 
scoping comments that both routes are objectionable. The proposed 
route avoids a guest house on the property and avoids crossing any 
waterbodies, seeking to minimize impacts on the Trust property. 
Your concern regarding the Trust's mission to protect the land in 
perpetuity has been added to the FEIS discussion of alternatives. 
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CO18 Continued, page 3 of 6 
 
CO18-6 As stated in the DEIS, any use of herbicide would be at the 

landowners direction. 
CO18-7 As stated in Section 4.4 of the EIS, Pacific Connector’s SPCCP 

addresses the preventive and mitigation measures that would be 
implemented to avoid or minimize the potential effects of 
hazardous material spills during construction.   

CO18-8 Unauthorized use of the right-of-way is addresses in section 
4.8.1.2.  Section 4.10.2.5 of the DEIS discusses the concerns that 
unauthorized OHV use could adversely affect resources.  Locations 
of particular concern are listed on page 4-850. The Recreation 
Management Plan describes measures to control unauthorized use.  
Sediment arising from unauthorized use that occurs despite these 
control measures is unlikely to have a significant effect on fish and 
would be more than offset by mitigation to reduce sediment from 
roads (see table 2.5.2.1). 

CO18-9 It would be the applicant's and the construction contractor's 
responsibility to hire, set standards, and supervise construction 
workers. 

CO18-10 The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent domain 
to private companies that receive a Certificate from the FERC when 
it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947.  Negotiations regarding 
compensation between the landowner and applicant are outside the 
jurisdiction of FERC.  Disagreements between the value of the 
compensation under eminent domain would settled by the courts if 
agreement could not be made. 
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CO18 Continued, page 4 of 6 
 
CO18-11 See the response to IND1-7. 
CO18-12 Comment noted. 
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CO18 Continued, page 5 of 6 
 
CO18-13 This information is propriety, FERC does not require the applicant 

to release propriety information to the public.  The statement quotes 
the BLM's opinion, not FERC’s. 

CO18-14 Comment noted. 
CO18-15 Fracking, or hydraulic fracturing, is used during exploration and 

production of natural gas.  As stated in our response to IND1-2, the 
FERC does not regulate the exploration or production of natural 
gas.  In fact, fracking is not part of the Project; and therefore, the 
environmental impacts associated with that activity will not be 
analyzed in our environmental document.  See response to IND1-
3. 

CO18-16 Fracking, or hydraulic fracturing, is used during exploration and 
production of natural gas.  As stated in our response to IND1-2, the 
FERC does not regulate the exploration or production of natural 
gas.  In fact, fracking is not part of the Project; and therefore, the 
environmental impacts associated with that activity will not be 
analyzed in our environmental document.  See response to IND1-
3. 
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CO18 Continued, page 6 of 6 
 
CO18-17 See the response to IND1. 
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CO19 Bay Clinic, LLP, Joseph T. Morgan, M.D. 
 
CO19-1 Greenhouse gases are not criteria pollutants.  Therefore it is 

consistent to identify 2.2 million tons per year of GHG and 1178 
tons per year of criteria pollutants.  Although emissions from 
marine vessels were not included in the totals for the facility, 
emissions were calculated and impacts were assessed, as identified 
in Section 4.12.1.1. 

CO19-2 Project generated GHG emissions were discussed in section 
4.12.1.4 of the DEIS.  See also the response to IND1-1. 
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CO19 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
CO19-3 Table 4.12.1.1-1 identifies Portland, Eugene, and Lane County as 

the nearest ambient monitoring sites; it is not making a comparison 
with monitors in the Bay Area.  The ambient air monitoring 
standards shown are based on data taken at monitor sites that are 
not located near localized sources of air pollution and do not 
necessarily reflect exposures, which can be substantially higher.  
Note that FERC does not set air quality standards.  The applicant 
would be required to meet standards that have been set. 

CO19-4 Comment noted. 
CO19-5 The air permitting process that this facility went through 

specifically addressed the issue of Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration of air quality; see "Operational Impacts" identified at 
the end of Section 4.12.1.1. FERC does not set air quality 
standards.  The applicant would be required to meet standards that 
have been set. 

CO19-6 LNG safety is discussed in section 4.13 of the EIS. 
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CO20 Save Our Rural Oregon, Paul Fouch, PE 
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CO20 Continued, page 2 of 4 
 
CO20-1 The FERC Order, if granted, would have a condition stating that all 

federal, state, and local laws and regulations are meet. 
CO20-2 The EIS does not address public need.  The Commission will make 

that determination. 
CO20-3 The buried pipeline would not block access to any recreation areas.  

The analysis does not indicate that fisherman or hunters would be 
affected except during construction, as is noted in the DEIS. 
Farmers would be compensated for any loss by the applicant. 
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CO20 Continued, page 3 of 4 
 
CO20-4 The applicant would not be allowed to begin construction until it 

gets all required permits.  It would be up to the State to determine 
if a fill permit is needed and any requirements that must be met 
prior to obtaining the permit. 

CO20-5 The DOT establishes safety requirements for pipelines.  See section 
4.13.9.3 for a discussion of safety risks associated with pipelines. 
While there is alwayse some risk associated with any development, 
a person is more than 20,000 times as likely to be killed in a motor 
vehicle accident than a pipeline accident and more than 1,500 times 
as likely to be killed in a house fire.   

CO20-6 Section 4.2.2.2 discussed discusses volcanic hazards. The USGS 
Web site listing hazordous volcanos does not include Aspen Butte. 
http://volcanoes.usgs.gov/observatories/cvo/. 

CO20-7 Earthquake risks are discussed in section 4.2.1.3 of the EIS and 
designs for earthquake ground motions are discussed in section 
4.2.1.4 of the EIS. 

CO20-8 The Project must meet all laws, including ESA.  NMFS and FWS 
will evaluate the project effects and identify additional mitigation 
as appropriate.  By law, their Biological Oponion is due within 
approximately 6.5 months of the publication of the FEIS. 
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CO20 Continued, page 4 of 4 
 
CO20-9 The Project must meet all laws, including MBTA.  The FWS will 

evaluate the project effects and identify additional mitigation as 
appropriate. 

CO20-10 Acoustic predictions for the above ground facilities, including the 
compressor station and metering stations, in section 4.12.2.4.  The 
Project must meet state laws, if additional analysis is required as 
part of the state permitting process, the applicant will need to 
provide that analysis. 

CO20-11 Assessments of the impacts to air and water quality are included in 
the EIS (see Section 4.4 and 4.12).  The FERC order, if granted, 
would require that the project comply with all requirements of the 
CWA and CAA.  Furthermore, the Army CORE and EPA, who 
enforce these regulations, are cooperating agencies for this EIS. 

CO20-12 This comment letter contained  attachments that did not directly 
comment on the DEIS.  These attachments have been reviewed and 
any relevant information found was incorporated into the analysis 
as applicable; however, the attachments are not included in this 
Appendix to the FEIS.  The entire comment letter, including these 
attachments, is available on the eLibrary filed under accession 
number20150212-0059. 

CO20-13 This comment letter contained multiple attachments that were not 
direct comments on the DEIS or Project.  These attachments have 
not been included in this FEIS appendix, but can be found on the 
eLibrary filed under Accession number 20150212-5199. 
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CO21 Coast Range Forest Watch 
 
CO21-1 Comment noted. 
CO21-2 Text revised for clarity. 
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CO21 Continued, page 2 of 6 
 
CO21-3 There is no conclusion in section 2.1.4 of the DEIS that the 

mitigation actions would be a financial benefit to the BLM or 
Forest Service.  The proposed mitigation actions would involve 
significant financial costs that would be borne by the applicant. The 
mitigation actions are evaluated programmatically in the DEIS 
including project locations and size (see section 2.1.4 and 
Appendix F of the DEIS).  Also the types of mitigation actions 
being proposed are consistent with recommendations in the 
watershed analysis and LSR assessments and have been shown to 
be effective.  Further site specific environmental analysis that may 
be necessary for these actions would further refine the details of the 
actions and comply with any needed surveys and/or consultations. 

CO21-4 The purpose and scope of the proposed LMP amendments are 
discussed in section 1.4.2 and the amendments are described and 
evaluated in sections 2.1.3 and 4.1.3 of the DEIS.  The amendments 
have been proposed by the BLM and Forest Service and not the 
applicant.  Without the proposed amendments the PCGP project 
would not be consistent with some of the management direction in 
the LMPs.  There is no proposal by the BLM, the Forest Service, 
or FERC to exempt the PCGP project from federal or state ESAs. 
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CO21 Continued, page 3 of 6 
 
CO21-5 The  DEIS discloses that the Project is likely to adversely affect 

marbled murrelet and northern spotted owls in section 4.7.1.2.  
Mitigation is proposed by the Forest Service and BLM.  The FWS 
will likely require additional compensatory mitigation in its 
Biological Opinion. 

CO21-6 Increased predation is included as one reason for the project's 
‘likely to adversely affect’ determination in section 4.7.1.2.  
Section 4.14.3.7 addresses cumulative effects on marbled murrelet 
and northern spotted owls.  As stated in section section 5.1 7, FERC 
will recommend that the FWS develop a biological opinion 
indicating whether the project would likely jeopardize the 
continued existence of these species or adversely modify their 
designated critical habitat. 
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CO21 Continued, page 4 of 6 
 
CO21-7 Section 4.6.2.3 discusses effects on water temperature, it also 

includes the requirement that the applicant describe how each 
crossing would meet the ODFW fish passage standards. 

CO21-8 Comment noted, see the response to the previous comment. 
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CO21 Continued, page 5 of 6 
 
CO21-9 Effects from dredging are discussed in section 4.6.2.1 and 4.6.2.2.  

The waterway has been dredged for decades, the section compares 
the llikely project effects from dredging to current dredging effects. 

CO21-10 LNG cannot spill into the Rogue or Klamath Rivers.  The pipe 
would carry natural gas, not LNG.  The lilelyhood of natural gas 
leaking into either river is extreamely low.  If a leak did occur in 
the pipe below the river bottom, the gas would excape into the air. 

CO21-11 Comment noted.  Following air temperature, solar radiation is the 
main source of water temperature elevation of in streams. All other 
potential factors resulting from the project would not have 
measureable effects on these waters. 

CO21-12 Comment noted. 
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CO21 Continued, page 6 of 6 
 
CO21-13 Impacts related to global climate change are addressed in Sections 

4.12 and 4.14.  Impacts on human health and safety are addressed 
in Section 4.13.  Impacts to plan and animal communities are 
addressed in section 4.4 through 4.7.  Eminent domain is addressed 
in section 4.9.  Impact to cultural resources is addressed in section 
4.11.   
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CO22 Southern Oregon Climate Action Now, Alan Journet 
 
CO22-1 Fracking, or hydraulic fracturing, is used during exploration and 

production of natural gas.  As stated in our response to IND1-2, the 
FERC does not regulate the exploration or production of natural 
gas.  In fact, fracking is not part of the Project; therefore, the 
environmental impacts associated with that activity will not be 
analyzed in our environmental document.  See response to IND1-
3. 
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CO22 Continued, page 2 of 3 
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CO22 Continued, page 3 of 3 
 
CO22-2 Project generated GHG emissions were discussed in section 

4.12.1.4 of the DEIS.  See also the response to IND1-1. 
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CO23 Kalmiopsis Audubon Society, Penelope Suess 
 
CO23-1 The CEQ regulations at Part 1502.13 only require that an EIS 

should “briefly specify the underlying purpose and need” for a 
Project; which we have done in section 1.3 of the DEIS.  The 
Commissioners will have a broader discussion of purpose and need 
in their Project Order.  See response to IND1-6. 

CO23-2 Impacts to old growth forests, estuaries, and coastal shores are 
addressed in sections 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6.  Impacts to breeding sites of 
threatened species, including fish and birds, is addressed in sections 
4.6 and 4.7.  Impacts to waterbodies as a result of cleared vegetation 
is addressed in sections 4.4, 4.6, and 4.7. 

CO23-3 Impacts to old growth forests, estuaries, and coastal shores are 
addressed in sections 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6.  Impacts to breeding sites of 
threatened species, including fish and birds, is addressed in sections 
4.6 and 4.7.  Impacts to waterbodies as a result of cleared vegetation 
is addressed in sections 4.4, 4.6, and 4.7. 

CO23-4 The economic effects of the project are addresses in section 4.9.  
The effects to salmon are addresses in sections 4.6 and 4.7. 

CO23-5 Note that the waterway has been dredged for decades.  Section 4.6.2 
addresses effects to habitat loss on aquatic resources, and section 
4.4.3 addresses affects of loss of wetlands.  Section 4.4.2.1 
discusses disposal of dredged material, and it has been 
characterized as clean enough for open water disposal as per COE 
requirements. 

CO23-6 This EIS addresses the direct and indirect effects on salmon in 
section 4.7.  Cumulative effects are addresses in section 4.14.3.6.   

 
  

 W-161 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 

 

CO23 Continued, page 2 of 2 
 
CO23-7 Fracking, or hydraulic fracturing, is used during exploration and 

production of natural gas.  As stated in our response to IND1-2, the 
FERC does not regulate the exploration or production of natural 
gas.  In fact, fracking is not part of the Project; and therefore, the 
environmental impacts associated with that activity will not be 
analyzed in our environmental document.  See response to IND1-
3. 

CO23-8 Comment noted. 
CO23-9 The EIS fully assesses the impacts that would result from both 

direct and indirect impacts. 
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CO24 League of Women Voters 
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CO24 Continued, page 2 of 3 
 
CO24-1 The issuance of right-of-way grants under the Mineral Leasing Act 

is also an authorized use of BLM-managed lands. The receipts from 
timber sold from O&C lands in this project would be distributed in 
the same way as receipts from any other sale of timber from O&C 
lands, per the receipts distribution according to the O&C Act and 
any other applicable laws and regulations (e.g. Secure Rural 
Schools Act). 
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CO24 Continued, page 3 of 3 
 
CO24-2 The term "matrix land" is from the Northwest Forest Plan and refers 

to the public land managed by the BLM and Forest Service within 
the range of the northern spotted owl where the majority of the 
timber management activities is expected to occur.  The term 
"matrix lands" applies only to public lands and does not apply to 
private property, nor does it relate to the continuity of ownership.  
The proposed acquisition calls for "comparable" lands where the 
expected timber yields of the lands acquired would be comparable 
to the timber yields lost due to the reallocation of matrix lands to 
LSR. 
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CO26 Columbia Riverkeeper, Daniel Serres 
 
CO26-1 Nowhere in the DEIS is there a statement that the Project would be 

in the “public interest.”  In fact, the Commission would make its 
finding of public benefit in its decision-document Project Order.  
The EIS is not a decision-document.  The Commission would issue 
its Order after we have produced an FEIS.  The FEIS contains an 
analysis of mitigation measures and their expected effectiveness. 

CO26-2 Comment noted.  Impacts to waterbodies is addressed in section 
4.4.  Human health and safety is addressed in section 4.13. 

CO26-3 Fracking, or hydraulic fracturing, is used during exploration and 
production of natural gas.  As stated in our response to IND1-2, the 
FERC does not regulate the exploration or production of natural 
gas.  In fact, fracking is not part of the Project; and therefore, the 
environmental impacts associated with that activity will not be 
analyzed in our environmental document.  See response to IND1-
3. 

CO26-4 We do not agree that the DEIS is inadequate. 
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CO26 Continued, page 2 of 13 
 
CO26-5 The Oregon LNG proposal is being considered in a separate NEPA 

analysis.  FERC considers each application separately on its own 
merits. The Commission may approve one or both projects.  If both 
projects are approved, the marketplace will determine if either or 
both are built. Both projects would need to conform to all the 
requirements of the CWA. 
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CO26 Continued, page 3 of 13 
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CO26 Continued, page 4 of 13 
 
CO26-6 Comment noted. Other than the fact that ships bound for Coos Bay 

and the Columbia River would all cross the Pacific Ocean, the two 
projects would affect different regions and different infrastructure 
and  facilities. 
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CO26 Continued, page 5 of 13 
 
CO26-7 The cumulative impacts of the Oregon LNG and JCPC projects, 

should both be approved and built, is assessed in section 4.14.  Each 
project would be required by the FWS to develop a Migratory Bird 
Conservation Plan.  The applicants have filed their plan and it is 
included in the FEIS. 
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CO26 Continued, page 6 of 13 
 
CO26-8 This EIS analyses the environmental effects of the Proposed 

Action. These projects are not within the scope of this analysis.  The 
cumulative effects section considers reasonably foreseeable 
projects in the analysis area, not foreseeable projects across the 
West. The scope of the cumulative effects analysis is discussed in 
section 4.14.2.3 
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CO26 Continued, page 7 of 13 
 
CO26-9 FERC does not manage shiping lanes between Coos Bay and Asia. 

The requested analysis would be beyond the scope of this Project.   
CO26-10 See the response to IND1-1. 
CO26-11 The EIS (which is prepared in compliance with NEPA) does not 

depend on the analysis found in the BA (which is prepared in 
compliance withthe ESA).  The EIS does reference the BA, but it 
also contains a detailed assessment of the potential impacts that 
would occur to listed species (see section 4.7).  The ESA does not 
contain any requirement for the BA to be publicly commented on.  
The BA will be completed prior to the release of the Final EIS, and 
will be provided to the FWS and NOAA for review (as required by 
the ESA).  There is sufficient information in the EIS for the public 
to review the potential impacts that would occur to listed species.   
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CO26 Continued, page 8 of 13 
 
CO26-12 It is the Commissions normal process to condition any decision on 

the applicant meeting conditions in its Public Order. 
CO26-13 Safety is addressed in section 4.13. 
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CO26 Continued, page 9 of 13 
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CO26 Continued, page 10 of 13 
 
CO26-14 Although the NOAA has been provided with a copy of the EIS and 

BA for their consiteration and comments, they did not commented 
on the current export facility or associated pipeline during the 
comment period for the DEIS.  Since the publication of the DEIS 
the NOAA has provided comments on the BA which will be 
considered. 
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CO26 Continued, page 11 of 13 
 
CO26-15 See the responses to IND1-1 and 1-2. 
CO26-16 Comment noted.  See the response to CO10-3. 
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CO26 Continued, page 12 of 13 
 
CO26-17 This comment letter contained  attachments that did not directly 

comment on the DEIS.  These attachments have been reviewed and 
any relevant information found was incorporated into the analysis 
as applicable; however, the attachments are not included in this 
Appendix to the FEIS.  The entire comment letter, including these 
attachments, is available on the eLibrary filed under accession 
number 20150213-5299. 
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CO26 Continued, page 13 of 13 
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CO27 Northwest Industrial Gas Users 
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CO27 Continued, page 2 of 6 
 
CO27-1 Issues related to economic development are assessed and 

disclossed in Section 4.9.  The primary purpose of the project is to 
export natural gas to Asian markets (as described in Chapter 1). 
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CO27 Continued, page 3 of 6 
 

 

 W-181 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 

 

CO27 Continued, page 4 of 6 
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CO27 Continued, page 5 of 6 
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CO27 Continued, page 6 of 6 
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CO28 Cascadia Forest Defenders 
 
CO28-1 See the response to IND1-1. 
CO28-2 Fracking, or hydraulic fracturing, is used during exploration and 

production of natural gas.  As stated in our response to IND1-2, the 
FERC does not regulate the exploration or production of natural 
gas.  In fact, fracking is not part of the Project; and therefore, the 
environmental impacts associated with that activity will not be 
analyzed in our environmental document.  See response to IND1-
3. 

CO28-3 The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent domain 
to private companies that receive a Certificate from the FERC when 
it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947. 

CO28-4 Comment noted. 
CO28-5 The 90-day period to comment on the DEIS was not extended past 

February 13, 2015. 
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CO29 Pacific Crest Trail Association, Ian Nelson 
 
CO29-1 Based on concerns raised by the public including the PCTA, 

additional analysis is being conducted between the Draft and Final 
EIS.  This analysis may result in additional mitigation actions and 
a change in the wording of the proposed amendment RRNF-3.  This 
additional analysis will be included in the FEIS.  Additional 
mitigation actions identified  by the  new analysis would be 
incorporated in, and implemented through, the Aesthetics 
Management and Recreation Management appendices to the Plan 
of Development, and the Forest Service compensatory mitigation 
plan. 
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CO30 International Union of Operating Engineers, James T. 
Callahan 

 
CO30-1 Comment noted. 
CO30-2 Comment noted. 
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CO30 Continued, page 2 of 5 
 
CO30-3 Comment noted. 
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CO30 Continued, page 3 of 5 
 
CO30-4 Comment noted. 
CO30-5 Comment noted.  With respect to CO2 from the project, the EIS 

reflects what was identified in the proponent's air permit 
application.  We are aware that EFSC identifies a standard of 0.675 
lb CO2/kWh, but this can also be met by obtaining CO2 offsets 
(http://www.oregon.gov/energy/Siting/Pages/standards.aspx#Carb
on_Dioxide_Emissions).  With regard to the extent to which 
various other energy sources/supplies may be displaced, FERC 
believes that a precise quantitative analysis is speculative, but the 
EIS has been revised to provide more global context. 
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CO30 Continued, page 4 of 5 
 
CO30-6 The goal of the proposed BLM and Forest Service compensatory 

mitigation plans is to ensure that the objectives of the LMPs could 
continue to be met if the PCGP project were approved and 
constructed.  The beneficial effects of the mitigation actions are 
discussed in the DEIS in sections 2.1.4, 4.1.3, and Appendix F. 
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CO30 Continued, page 5 of 5 
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CO31 Sustainable Economy, H. John Talberth 
 
CO31-1 Comment noted. 
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CO31 Continued, page 2 of 10 
 
CO31-2 Comment noted. 
CO31-3 Your opinion that the Secretary is incorrect in noted. 
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CO31 Continued, page 3 of 10 
 
CO31-4 Text has been revised to address this comment. 
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CO31 Continued, page 4 of 10 
 
CO31-5 Creating a 200-foot wide plus clearing for the length of the project 

in order to create a more effective firebreak is outside the scope of 
the FERC analysis. The DEIS  describes the possible effects of the 
project on wildfire in section 4.13.9.1. 
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CO31 Continued, page 5 of 10 
 
CO31-6 As stated in the DEIS, pipeline explosions are uncommon.  See 

table 4.13.9.3-1 for a summary of injuries and fatalities in the five-
year priod between 2009 and 2013.  See table 4.13.9.3-2 for 
accidents. 

CO31-7 As stated in the DEIS, surface fires or canopy fires would not affect 
burried pipelines.  The number of new aboveground project 
features proposed for this project are too few to affect the use of 
controled fire. 
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CO31 Continued, page 6 of 10 
 
CO31-8 Alternatives are addressed in Chapter 3. The introduction to the 

chapter explains how alternatives are considered in the EIS. 
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CO31 Continued, page 7 of 10 
 
CO31-9 The BLM would need to issue a right-of-way grant before the 

applicant could begin work on federal land.  The right-of-way grant 
would require mitigation.  It would have the legal authority to 
insure that the mitigation is funded and that the required 
stipulations and BMPs are implemented. In regard to the comment 
on thinning to accelerate late successional structure, the BLM and 
Forest Service have more than two decades of experience with 
thinning to enhance habitat and this is backed by research on stand 
development. 
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CO31 Continued, page 8 of 10 
 
CO31-10 As stated in the DEIS, the mitigation measures listed in Chapter 2 

would undergo NEPA analysis prior to implementation.  See 
section 2.5.2 for a discussion of the proposed mitigation, possible 
changes, and furtre analysis. 

CO31-11 The financial efficiency analysis addresses the net present value 
that would accrue to the federal government as a result of 
construction and operation of the pipeline project.  As stated in 
section 4.9.3.1, it follows the direction contained in the Forest 
Service Handbook.  It is not intended to cover all costs and benefits.   
There is no evidence that fire management cost"will soar" as the 
comment asserts.  The burried pipe is not at risk from surface fires 
and would have little effect on management costs other that perhaps 
providing additional access for management of a fire. Also, see the 
response to your previous comment on fire costs. The Commission 
will conduct an  analysis of the ecomomic impacts of the project 
prior to making a decision.   
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CO31 Continued, page 9 of 10 
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CO31 Continued, page 10 of 10 
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CO32 Seneca Jones Timber Company, Monica Jelden 
 
CO32-1 Comment noted. 
CO32-2 Site-specific amendments to certain portions of LMPs have been 

proposed by the BLM and Forest Service to make provision for the 
PCGP project, and are currently undergoing public review.  These 
proposals are consistent with Agency guidance concerning natural 
gas pipelines.  Mitigation is an important discussion since the BLM 
has the authority to request compensatory mitigation in granting 
rights of way in order to ensure that objectives set forth in land 
management plans can be met. 
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CO32 Continued, page 2 of 6 
 
CO32-3 The BLM and Forest Service review requests for permits and rights 

of way in the same way regardless of who submits them.  The 
requirements of any particular authorization may be different 
depending on the proposal, and on the governing laws and 
regulations that apply to it. 

CO32-4 Access to the pipeline construction right-of-way during active 
construction would be controlled by the pipeline construction 
contractor.  Generally, only the construction work crews would be 
working in potentially hazardous locations within the construction 
right-of-way. Worker safety, including within potentially 
hazardous areas, would be the responsibility of Pacific Connector 
and the pipeline construction contractor. 

CO32-5 Comment noted.  This information has been added to the FEIS. 
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CO32 Continued, page 3 of 6 
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CO32 Continued, page 4 of 6 
 
CO32-6 Comment noted.  The potential for the Pacific Connector pipeline 

to contribute to wildfire risk is discussed in section 4.5.1.2 of the 
EIS.  To reduce potential impacts related to possibility of wildfire, 
Pacific Connector has prepared and would implement a Fire 
Prevention and Suppression Plan, included as part of its Plan of 
Development (see section 2.1.6 of the EIS).  In addition, as part of 
the proposed action, Pacific Connector would fund various 
mitigation projects on federal lands which would include numerous 
fire suppression efforts (see section 2.1.4 and 4.1.3 of the EIS). 

CO32-7 OHV avoidance measures are included in the DEIS, see 
section4.10.2.5.  The landowner has the option to require additional 
barriers on its land as part of the easement. 

CO32-8 Comment noted.  The potential for the Pacific Connector pipeline 
to contribute to wildfire risk is discussed in section 4.5.1.2 of the 
EIS.  To reduce potential impacts related to possibility of wildfire, 
Pacific Connector has prepared and would implement a Fire 
Prevention and Suppression Plan, included as part of its Plan of 
Development (see section 2.1.6 of the EIS). The Fire Prevention 
and Suppression Plan includes requirements that Pacific Connector 
would coordinate with appropriate land owners and local fire 
districts to ensure that fire prevention and suppression activities 
consider pipeline safety. In addition, as part of the proposed action, 
Pacific Connector would fund various mitigation projects on 
federal lands which would include numerous fire suppression 
efforts (see section 2.1.4 and 4.1.3 of the EIS). 
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CO32 Continued, page 5 of 6 
 
CO32-9 Comment noted.  NEPA does not require a detailed plan for events 

that would not occur for several decades. Technologies that may 
exist decades from now are not foreseeable. 
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CO32 Continued, page 6 of 6 
 
CO32-10 The 90-day period to comment on the DEIS was not extended past 

February 13, 2015. 
CO32-11 Comment noted. 
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CO33 Our Children’s Trust, Julia Olson 
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CO33 Continued, page 2 of 16 
 
CO33-1 Evaluating gas pipeline project proposals is a specific duty of 

FERC and approval or denial of proposed projects is not an 
abrogation/violation.   
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CO33 Continued, page 3 of 16 
 
CO33-2 This is neither FERC's role nor pertinent to this project.  The EIS 

recognizes the threat of global warming but identifies that it cannot 
be definitively determined whether it would increase or decrease 
global GHG emissions. 
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CO33 Continued, page 4 of 16 
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CO33 Continued, page 5 of 16 
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CO33 Continued, page 6 of 16 
 
CO33-3 No such baseline is identified in the DEIS, and the dangers of 

climate change are identified in the DEIS.  FERC disagrees with 
the contention that it "must assess the cumulative long-term 
impairment to the atmospheric resource since the 1969 NEPA 
Baseline of GHG emissions and carbon concentrations...[by] 
completing] a programmatic/aggregate analysis/accounting of the 
GHG emissions from federal actions, and other actors, since 1969." 
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CO33 Continued, page 7 of 16 
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CO33 Continued, page 8 of 16 
 
CO33-4 Fracking, or hydraulic fracturing, is used during exploration and 

production of natural gas.  As stated in our response to IND1-2, the 
FERC does not regulate the exploration or production of natural 
gas.  In fact, fracking is not part of the Project; and therefore, the 
environmental impacts associated with that activity will not be 
analyzed in our environmental document.  See response to IND1-
3.  Furthermore, the actions that Asian countries make take or their 
used of the gas is also outside the jurisdiction of FERC or scope of 
this EIS. 

CO33-5 See the discussion in Chapter 3 regarding how alternatives were 
considered. 
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CO33 Continued, page 9 of 16 
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CO33 Continued, page 10 of 16 
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CO33 Continued, page 11 of 16 
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CO33 Continued, page 12 of 16 
 
CO33-6 The proposed coal and oil export terminals mentioned in the 

comment are not part of, or alternatives to, the proposed action, 
which involves exporting natural gas. 

CO33-7 An approval by the Commission would be contingent on the 
applicants meeting all laws. 
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CO33 Continued, page 13 of 16 
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CO33 Continued, page 14 of 16 
 
CO33-8 The EIS is being prepared with the help of a third-party contractor. 

All contracting requirements have been complied with. 
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CO33 Continued, page 15 of 16 
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CO33 Continued, page 16 of 16 
 
CO33-9 This comment letter contained attachments that did not directly 

comment on the DEIS.  These attachments have been reviewed and 
any relevant information found was incorporated into the analysis 
as applicable; however, the attachments are not included in this 
Appendix to the FEIS.  The entire comment letter, including these 
attachments, is available on the eLibrary filed under accession 
number20150213-5311. 
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CO34 The Western Environmental Law Center et. al 
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CO34 Continued, page 2 of 138 
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CO34 Continued, page 3 of 138 
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CO34 Continued, page 4 of 138 
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CO34 Continued, page 5 of 138 
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CO34 Continued, page 6 of 138 
 
CO34-1 Seismic-related impacts for the terminal are analyzed in section 

4.2.1 of the EIS.  Also see the extensive discussion of risks in 
section 4.13 and response to comment PM3-46. 

CO34-2 See the response to comment CO34-1. 
CO34-3 Landslide and earthquake effects are considered in section 4.2.2.2. 
CO34-4 The comment is correct, the DEIS recommends that further 

geotechnical studies and detailed designs of ground improvements 
be submitted to FERC for review and approval prior to 
construction. Please note that the EIS is not a decision document. 
It does not approve the project, or disapprove it.  It only analyzes 
the environmental effects.   As the DEIS notes, no LNG tanks were 
damaged in the Japanese earthquake and tsunami. 
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CO34 Continued, page 7 of 138 
 
CO34-5 The vapor modeling is discussed in section 4.13.5.3. The vapor 

model used in the analysis was reviewed by DOE and FERC 
engineers.  Spills are addressed in 4.13.5.2.  The potential for 
cascading events is analyzed in section 4.13.5.6. 

CO34-6 Comment noted. Safety issues associated with the terminal and 
LNG tankers using the waterway and marina are addressed in 
section 4.13.  Assessing all possible risks associated with the 
tankers on the Pacific Ocean is beyond the scope of the analysis.   
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CO34 Continued, page 8 of 138 
 
CO34-7 None of these examples appear to involve a modern LNG export 

terminal.  Rather than indicating that LNG export terminals are 
dangerous, they demonstrate how few incidents there have been 
with any segment of this large industry. 
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CO34 Continued, page 9 of 138 
 
CO34-8 The effect of dredging loss of habitat is presented in section 4.6.2.2 

and 4.6.2.3.  Additionally the applicant has proposed permanent 
mitigation for the loss of habitat from the formation of the new 
access channel and berthing facility in the ratio of 3:1.  
Maintenance dredging does not result in loss of habitat and 
currently would equal less than five percent of the existing 
maintenance dredging.  Impacts to wetlands are addressed in 
section 4.4.3. 

CO34-9 If the Commission issues a Certificate of Public Convenience and 
Necessity for the project, the certificate would be conditioned on 
the applicant meeting all permit requirements.  This is standard 
FERC policy.  As an example, the Bradwood Landing LNG 
terminal in Oregon was granted a certificate by FERC but was not 
able to obtain the required state permits and was never built. 
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CO34 Continued, page 10 of 138 
 
CO34-10 Any approval by the Commission would be contingent on the 

applicants meeting all laws and obtain the required state permits. 
See the response to the previous comment. 

CO34-11 The movement of sediment is dependent on hydrodynamics, and 
Section 4.4.2.1 identifies that no changes in erosion or 
sedimentation would occur due to dredging.   
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CO34 Continued, page 11 of 138 
 
CO34-12 Section 4.4.2.2 includes a discussion of the open water trenching 

planned for Haynes Inlet.  Page 4-384 of the DEIS identifies that 
BMPs will be used to minimize turbidity, and water quality 
monitoring will be employed to meet ODEQ water quality criterion 
during construction. 
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CO34 Continued, page 12 of 138 
 
CO34-13 Section 4.4.2.2 includes a discussion of the open water trenching planned for 

Haynes Inlet.  Page 4-384 of the DEIS identifies that BMPs will be used to 
minimize turbidity, and water quality monitoring will be employed to meet 
ODEQ water quality criterion during construction.   

CO34-14 Section 4.3 discusses testing that was done in 2006 at the site, including twelve 
test pits between 4 to 9 feet deep that were excavated at the Ingram Yard, and 
two additional pits along the proposed eastern access road to the LNG terminal 
on the Roseburg property. 

CO34-15 See the supplemental information submitted by Jordan Cove Energy Project, 
L.P. under CP13-483-000 on Feb. 3, 2015. This Supplemental Information 
filing concerns JCEP’s Ingram Yard Test Pile and Ground Improvement 
Project. It is comprised of a February 2, 2015 letter to JCEP from its contractor, 
SHN Consulting Engineers & Geologists, Inc. (SHN), and twelve attachments. 
The letter summarizes the chronology of activities for the test project, in 
particular as related to contaminated soils and a buried septic tank.  This 
information will be included in the FEIS.  On February 3, 2015, Jordan Cove 
filed the results of its 2014 geotechnical testing program at the Ingram Yard.  
We will analyze those results in section 4.3 of the FEIS. Additional 
contamination sampling would be conducted by the ODEQ that has no 
relationship with the Jordan Cove-Pacific Connector Project.  As stated in the 
EIS, work in the area of dredging would involve: "A qualified contractor 
familiar with handling potentially contaminated materials would be mobilized, 
and a dredge would be used to remove the basin sludge to a dewatering system.  
Potentially contaminated material would be transported off-site to an approved 
ODEQ-regulated facility that would be identified prior to construction."  Work 
in the area of the mill property would involve: "The landfill Cell 3 located at 
the former Weyerhaeuser linerboard mill property is approximately 5.8 acres 
in extent.  Approximately 2 acres remain unfilled.  Jordan Cove plans to 
remove this landfill Cell 3 and relocate the materials to a qualified landfill site 
at the Columbia Ridge Landfill in Arlington, Oregon, managed by Waste 
Management.  This would be a benefit to the Project and the overall site 
arrangement and would further protect the area and groundwater from this 
historically installed landfill.  The landfill materials would be loaded in railcars 
and transported to the Columbia Ridge licensed existing landfill and properly 
disposed.  This removal would be done in conjunction with the overall Mill 
Site Closure Plan that was approved by the ODEQ on July 22, 2013."  In 
addition (as stated in the EIS), Jordan Cove has prepared an Unanticipated 
Hazardous Waste Discovery Plan that includes procedures in the case that 
signs of contamination are uncovered during construction activities. 
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CO34 Continued, page 13 of 138 
 
CO34-16 Section 4.4.2.2 includes a discussion of the open water trenching 

planned for Haynes Inlet.  Page 4-384 of the DEIS identifies that 
BMPs will be used to minimize turbidity, and water quality 
monitoring will be employed to meet ODEQ water quality criterion 
during construction.   
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CO34 Continued, page 14 of 138 
 
CO34-17 See the requirement in Chapter 5 of the DEIS that the applicants 

submit a final stormwater management plan. 
CO34-18 Stormwater would get contaminated by running through 

contaminated soil.  The Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (i.e., 
Oregon Construction Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan) is 
approved by ODEQ and Section 4.6.3 Solid Waste and Hazardous 
Material Management addresses controls to prevent contamination. 
As stated in the DEIS Section 4.4.1.1 (Stormwater Runoff 
subsection),  Jordan Cove would apply for a new NPDES permit 
for this discharge, and no untreated contaminated stormwater 
would be allowed to enter federal or state waters.  
JCEP Resource Report 7 and the Soils section of the ADEIS 
discusses contaminated soils.  ODEQ recognized that the residual 
contamination as the site is not present at levels that pose an 
unacceptable risk to human health, safety, welfare and the 
environment.  ODEQ has recommended a “No Further Action” 
determination for the portion of the nonjurisdictional South Dunes 
Power Plant (former Weyerhaeuser linerboard mill) site as well as 
the area known as Ingram Yards.  Soil samples from the slip area 
and sediment samples within Coos Bay adjacent to the slip and in 
the access channel were collected and analyzed and determined to 
be suitable for unconfined aquatic disposal. If necessary, JCEP will 
conduct any additional testing required by the regulatory permitting 
authorities for soils with in the slip area.  
The JPA included Appendix L Contaminated Substances 
Discovery Plan (which was Appendix E in the POD) addressed the 
prevention of further contamination in the event of an unanticipated 
discovery of contamination soil, water or groundwater during 
construction of the PCGP Project. 
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CO34 Continued, page 15 of 138 
 
CO34-19 The hydrotest water source for the LNG tanks will be from the 

existing CBNBWB water lines, and the 14 potential hydrostating 
testing source locations are for hydrostatic testing of the pipeline.  
Each of the sources will be evaluated during the water rights 
permitting process, and the EIS states that the impacts would not 
differ from using the existing water rights, because whether the 
original owner used the water, or the applicant used the water, the 
impacts would be the same. 
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CO34 Continued, page 16 of 138 
 
CO34-20 It is the responsibility of the applicant to make arrangements for 

connecting to the City's wastewater treatment facilities and make 
any required upgrades.  Municipal wastewater discharge is 
regulated by local authorities not by FERC. 
The North Point Workforce Housing Complex as proposed would 
connect to the City of North Bend sanitary sewer system through a 
new line.  The facility would house up to 1,800 workers during the 
peak period of construction, which would last approximately 4 
months. The City has reviewed the proposed temporary housing 
facility and approved a conditional use permit and variance--
approved April 21, 2014, and an appeal of the decision was 
dismissed on May 27, 2014. 

CO34-21 Page 4-414 of the DEIS lists the methods used to determine the 
location of high value wetlands.  The Army Corps of Engineers 
(which regulates these wetlands and the determinations of high 
value) has agreed with the applicant’s assessment of "high value." 
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CO34 Continued, page 17 of 138 
 
CO34-22 Section 4.4 addresses direct and indirect impacts to wetlands. 

Section 4.6 addresses impacts to wildlife species and habitats used 
by those species, including wetlands. Wetland impacts are further 
addressed in the Joint Permit Application. 

CO34-23 The Army Corps of Engineers and ODSL are currently working 
with the applicant on wetland mitigation requirements.  Per the 
requirements of the Clean Water Act, the applicant will have to 
demonstrate that all impacts to wetlands are avoided or minimized 
to the extent practical as part of the 404 and 401 permitting process.  
These agencies can then require mitigation to compensate for any 
permanent impacts. 

CO34-24 As described in the EIS, the project was routed to avoid impacts to 
sensitive resources including wetlands.  Also as described in the 
EIS, the applicant would have to file an application with the Army 
Corps (i.e., an agency that is a cooperator on this EIS) which 
demonstrates to the satisfaction of the Army Corps that all impacts 
to wetlands have be avoided or minimized to the extent practical.    
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CO34 Continued, page 18 of 138 
 
CO34-25 It is the COE's responsibility to ensure that impacts to waters of the 

U.S. are mitigated.  Any approval from FERC would be 
conditioned on the applicant meeting COE requirements.  The use 
of BMP are a standard mitigation method for construction projects.  
The specifics of the methods are referenced to the many documents 
developed specifically for the project or the standard practices 
used.  Additionally there will be local state and federal agency 
permitting process, that the applicant will need to comply with, that 
address the specifics or exceptions to the plans as deemed 
necessary by the local, state and  other federal permitting agencies.     
Discussion of the Ingram Yard in the EIS (see pages 4-300 to 4-
301) includes reference to disposal of materials from industrial 
activities (and not only discussion of disposal of dredge spoil).   See 
the supplemental information submitted by Jordan Cove Energy 
Project, L.P. under CP13-483-000 on Feb. 3, 2015. This 
Supplemental Information filing concerns JCEP’s Ingram Yard 
Test Pile and Ground Improvement Project. It is comprised of a 
February 2, 2015 letter to JCEP from its contractor, SHN 
Consulting Engineers & Geologists, Inc. (SHN), and twelve 
attachments. The letter summarizes the chronology of activities for 
the test project, in particular as related to contaminated soils and a 
buried septic tank.  This information will be included in the FEIS.  
On February 3, 2015, Jordan Cove filed the results of its 2014 
geotechnical testing program at the Ingram Yard.  We will analyze 
those results in section 4.3 of the FEIS.  BMPs and mitigation 
measures, as presented in the EIS, are as specific as possible for 
this stage of the Project.  Mitigation measures would be specified 
in detail in the final engineering design. BMP discussion has been 
supplemented throughout the EIS with more specific mitigation 
discussions where necessary - for example in relation to stream 
scour, etc.  Jordan Cove has prepared an Unanticipated Hazardous 
Waste Discovery Plan that includes the following measures that 
would be implemented in the event that unanticipated soil 
contamination is discovered during construction of the LNG 
terminal facilities. 
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CO34 Continued, page 19 of 138 
 
CO34-26 The applicant would supply mitigation for the lost shallow water 

habitat at the ratio of 3 to one in Kentuck Slough (see Section 
4.6.2.2).  The habitat would be similar to that lost and it is located 
in proximity to the area lost in Coos Bay.  The formation of the slip 
would increase the deep water habitat in the Bay above what is 
currently present.   
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CO34 Continued, page 20 of 138 
 
CO34-27 Appropriate wetland mitigation is the responsibility of the COE.   
CO34-28 The proposed eelgrass beds are in a location that has had restoration 

of eelgrass in the past.  Additionally the applicant has will 
monitoring of the sites to insure restoration is successful and 
committed to meeting these obligations to meet this mitigation 
requirement (see Jordan Cove Energy Project - Compensatory 
Wetland Mitigation Plan Overview [Federal Permitting] prepared 
for Jordan Cove Energy by David Evans and Associates April 
2014).  If the efforts are not successful, they would be require to 
continue implementation and mitigation until success criteria are 
met. 
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CO34 Continued, page 21 of 138 
 
CO34-29 The CWMP is the applicant's proposal, not necessarily what will 

be required by FERC and the COE.  See the requirement in 4.4.3.1 
that the applicant file a Wetland Mitigation Plan after consultation 
with ODSL, ODEQ, COE and other appropriate resource agencies 
prior to construction. 

CO34-30 As stated in section 4.4.3.2 of the DEIS, COE, ODEQ, and ODSI 
had not commented on the applicant's plan. 
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CO34 Continued, page 22 of 138 
 
CO34-31 It is the COE's DSL and ODEQ's responsibility to ensure that 

impacts to waters of the U.S. are fully mitigated.  Any approval 
from FERC would be conditioned on the applicant meeting COR 
requirements.  The COE, DSL, and ODEQ are currently reviewing 
the proposed wetland mitigation plan and may require additional 
measures. 

CO34-32 It is the COE's DSL and ODEQ's responsibility to ensure that 
impacts to waters of the U.S. are fully mitigated.   It is the 
responsibility of the FWS and NOAA to ensure that impacts to ESA 
listed species are fully mitigated.  The COE, DSL, ODEQ, FWS, 
and NOAA are currently reviewing the proposed wetland 
mitigation plan and wildlife mitigation plans to ensure that they 
adequately mitigate for impacts to wildlife and wetlands.  These 
agencies may require additional measures. 

CO34-33 Comment noted.  The COE will make this determination. 
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CO34 Continued, page 23 of 138 
 
CO34-34 As stated in Seection 4.4.1.1, construction of the LNG terminal site 

would require approximately 1.9 mgd, which is within the amount 
CBNBWB stated it could provide (4 mgd).  Text has been added to 
clarify that the 4mgd capacity is permitted by USFS and protects 
aquatic and terrestrial resources within the ODNRA. 
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CO34 Continued, page 24 of 138 
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CO34 Continued, page 25 of 138 
 
CO34-35 Comment noted. In addition to the mitigation proposed by the 

federal land management agencies and other mitigation proposed 
by the applicant, the FWS will determine the required mitigation 
for listed species and migratory birds. 

CO34-36 This has been clarified in the FEIS. 
CO34-37 As stated in Seection 4.4.1.1, construction of the LNG terminal site 

would require approximately 1.9 mgd, which is within the amount 
CBNBWB stated it could provide (4 mgd).  Text has been added to 
clarify that the 4mgd capacity is permitted by USFS and protects 
aquatic and terrestrial resources within the ODNRA.   
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CO34 Continued, page 26 of 138 
 
CO34-38 There is no requirement under NEPA that a BA must be completed 

prior to issuing a DEIS.  The BA was issued in February 2015 and 
it is available on FERC's eLibrary. 

CO34-39 The detailed analysis for effects to listed species is provided in the 
FERC BA which is available on the FERC project site. The ESA 
section 4.7 in the EIS provides the conclusions of this BA analysis.   
The Biological Opinion by the FWS and NOAA is not produced 
until several months after the FEIS. In the meantime, our estimates 
are based on our analysis. 
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CO34 Continued, page 27 of 138 
 
CO34-40 See the response to CO34 -39.  Additionally mitigation for aquatic 

species and their habitat, which would include listed fish, is 
addressed in the EIS.  Consultation has occurred during the 
development of project actions and mitigation with USFWS and 
NMFS.  Cooling water discharge information on quantity, 
frequency, and temperature is provided section 4.6.2.2. 
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CO34 Continued, page 28 of 138 
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CO34 Continued, page 29 of 138 
 
CO34-41 The bay has been dredged for decades.  See the analysis in section 

4.4.2.1 and in 4.6.2.3 for an assessment of the effects. 
CO34-42 The State will determine if the project meets State laws as part of 

its permitting process. 
CO34-43 In addition to the FERC analysis, the regulatory agencies will 

assess what is needed to protect listed species in their Biological 
Opinions. 

CO34-44 Comment noted.  The Coast Guard is responsible for determining 
ballast water treatment, not FERC or NMFS.  The Coast Guard 
follows federal law and is also bound by international treaties. 
Screening current used for LNG tankers is discussed in section 
4.6.2.2. 
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CO34 Continued, page 30 of 138 
 
CO34-45 See the remainder of the paragraph.  The DEIS estimates that a high 

proportion of the entrained individuals would be killed; however 
the number of entrained individuals would be small, less than 1 
percent.  It also states that 20 to 30 percent of individuals in this life 
stage die each day.   

CO34-46 The estimate is based on data supplied  by the applicant in their 
2011 report (Volume 2 - Jordan cove Energy Project and Pacfic 
Connector Pipin Coastal Engineering Modeling and Analysis).  The 
estimated heating water discharge flow is about 62 cfs (see page 32 
of this report) with a 3 degrees C (5.4 degrees F) increase over 
ambient at the point of discharge. The large volume of water used 
is likely the reason increase in temperature is not as high as other 
estimates noted. Temperature increase would be reduce to 10 
percent initial discharge temperatrure within 50 feet or less of the 
discharge port, resulting in a very small area of slightly elevated 
temperature having minimal affects, which was discussed in the 
DEIS. 
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CO34 Continued, page 31 of 138 
 
CO34-47 Although there is some potential for effects to federally listed 

whale species as a result of the 90 LNG vessels, these were 
determined to be so unlikely to occur as to be discountable given 
the density of listed whales and rate of collision within the EEZ, 
combined with Project minimization measures. Details and support 
for this conclusion are provided in FERC's BA, available on the 
FERC website, and cited in the DEIS. The FEIS has been updated 
to reflect that Project vessel traffic is expected to cause an 
immeasurable increase in ship strikes to listed whales. Potential for 
stranding of fish from vessel wakes was addressed in section 
4.6.2.1 of the DEIS. 
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CO34 Continued, page 32 of 138 
 
CO34-48 The BA was released in February 2015. 
CO34-49 The DEIS considered potential impacts in the Oregon and 

Washington EEZ because the Project is in Oregon and LNG vessels 
are expected to travel the 'great circle' route.  The comment that 
infrequent could be frequent is noted.  FERC does not regulate 
shipping across the Pacific.  FERC does regulate LNG terminals; 
therefore, the analysis focuses on the terminal.  See section 4.14 for 
an explanation of the analysis areas considered for cumulative 
effects. 

CO34-50 The Principle Power project is considered, see table 4.14.2.3-1. 
CO34-51 Sea turtles and marine mammals are addressed in section 4.6.2.1 

and ESA listed mammals and turtles are addressed in sections 
4.7.1.1 and 4.7.1.4.  The NMFS will determine the impacts and 
mitigation for listed marine species in their BO, which would be 
released after the FERC FEIS. 
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CO34 Continued, page 33 of 138 
 
CO34-52 Operational acoustic effects are discussed in section 4.6.2.1.  

Underwater noise from construction and operation of the LNG 
terminal is provided in Section 4.12.2. Relative to existing ship 
traffic noise levels the increases associated with the terminal are 
predicted to be insignificant. 

CO34-53 A small portion of the total vegetation bordering the bay would be 
removed to develop the marine slip.  This may result in a minor 
effect on invertebrate species.  We are not aware of any evidence 
that this minor loss of vegetation would have a significant effect on 
food sources in the bay. 
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CO34 Continued, page 34 of 138 
 
CO34-54 See section 4.6.2 for a discussion of runoff from upland areas 

entering the bay, as well as for ballast and cooling water effects.  
Salinity is discussed in section 4.4.2.1.  There are regulations that 
must be followed with ballast water discharge designed to make the 
chance of invasive species entering the bay unsubstantial.  The use 
of herbicides and their potential impacts are addressed in section 
4.5. 

CO34-55 While the applicant's proposed crossing methods may temporarily 
block passage, State law does not permit fish passage to be blocked.  
The Project would be required to obtain a permit from the State for 
in-water work in fish streams.   

 W-256 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

CO34 Continued, page 35 of 138 
 
CO34-56 Direct mortality of listed fish from dredging entrainment was 

addressed in the BA. The analysis concluded, based on dredging 
studies in other areas, hat direct mortality of listed salmon is 
unlikely to occur (see response to CO34-39).  While the slip 
dredging volume is large, more than half of the area removal would 
be in the dry and removal is a one-time event in confined area over 
a short period.  Also, dredging is an ongoing activity in the bay 
which has occurred for decades so changes from current channel 
maintenance dredging actions would be small, with project 
maintenance dredging a fraction of what currently occurs in Coos 
bay. Entrainment loss from cooling water intake was noted to be 
very small for all organisms and would therefore not have 
substantial effects on Coos Bay resources.  The direct and indirect 
effects of these actions are addressed in the Section 4.6 of this EIS, 
the cumulative effects 4.14 address the effects of this and other 
foreseeable project. 

CO34-57 Comment noted. See the response to the previous comment. 
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CO34 Continued, page 36 of 138 
 
CO34-58 This is an ESA listed species (see section 4.7.1) and is addressed in 

the BA (See response to CO34-39). 
CO34-59 As the comment states, mitigation and protection measures for this 

species are being developed. 
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CO34 Continued, page 37 of 138 
 
CO34-60 We have addressed the distribution of turbidity (suspended 

sediment) that would result from Haynes inlet crossing and 
dredging including the likely extent of these plumes, including 
affects to local oysters.  Turbidity plume distributions considered 
tidal effects (see applicant supplied report by Moffatt and Nichol 
entitled Report on Turbidity Due to Dredging, and Coast and 
Harbors Engineering - Coastal Engineering Modeling and Analysis 
Vol 2).  As noted suspended sediment during the winter period can 
be substantial in the bay so some levels of higher turbidity are a 
normal condition. Effects to local oyster beds within about 0.3 
miles of the route from turbidity was noted, but oysters along the 
route would be moved to avoid trenching impacts including 
turbidity.  Suspended sediment effects would not extend 
substantially outside of those areas discussed and not to a level 
affecting oysters outside of the local vicinity of the pipeline route.  
These impacts are addressed.   

 W-259 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

CO34 Continued, page 38 of 138 
 
CO34-61 It is up to the State to determine whether the project receives a 

coastal zone permit. 
CO34-62 FERC does not enforce state and county regulations, the local 

governments do.  Any FERC certificate would be conditioned on 
the applicant meeting all legal requirements. 
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CO34 Continued, page 39 of 138 
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CO34 Continued, page 40 of 138 
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CO34 Continued, page 41 of 138 
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CO34 Continued, page 42 of 138 
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CO34 Continued, page 43 of 138 
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CO34 Continued, page 44 of 138 
 
CO34-63 FERC does not set standards for air pollution, it evaluates whether 

an applicant's proposal would comply with existing standards. If 
EPA or the State require emission reductions, this would not 
change the DEIS's conclusion that the applicant's proposed action 
would meet current federal standards. 
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CO34 Continued, page 45 of 138 
 
CO34-64 Comment noted.  The impacts of the proposed pipeline as it relates 

to the ACS is discussed in section 4.1.3.5 and Appendix J of the 
DEIS. 
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CO34 Continued, page 46 of 138 
 
CO34-65 Multiple levels of BMPs will be used besides silt fences to control 

run off sediment (see ESCP), in order to minimize erosion 
regardless of quantity.   EIs will regulate construction and post 
construction actions and procedure suitable for the conditions 
encountered to comply with state/federal permits.  With many 
procedures in place to control sediment runoff, the goal is to 
minimize effects so that they are minor or construction is halted 
until effects are reduced back to minor.  

CO34-66 Multiple levels of BMPs will be used to control run off sediment 
(see ESCP) in order to minimize erosion regardless of quantity.   
EIs will regulate construction and post construction actions and 
procedure suitable for the conditions encountered to comply with 
state/federal permits.  With many procedures in place to control 
sediment runoff, the goal is to minimize effects so that they are 
minor or construction is halted until effects are reduced back to 
minor.  

CO34-67 See response to CO34-65.  Also please note that the 400 stream 
crossings where sediment would be most likely to enter are spread 
over 19 fifth-field watersheds covering over 2 million 
acres.  Additionally, the total clearing related to pipeline 
construction would be equal to or less than 0.1 % of each watershed 
area in most of the 19 fifth field watershed, with some up to about 
1 percent (See Table 4.14.3-1). Considering these factors, the 
statement made is reasonable.    
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CO34 Continued, page 47 of 138 
 
CO34-68 Section 4.6.2 discusses potential blasting effects to fish if blasting 

occurs near streams. Sedimentation due to blasting would likely be 
a very minor component of any turbidity resulting from stream 
crossings. See the response below.  

CO34-69 Blasting effects are discussed in section 4.6.2.3.  As discussed in 
section 1.5.1, all permits must be obtained prior to construction.   
The permit requirements will designate actions to be implemented 
to reduce or eliminate adverse effects to fish.  Procedures that 
would be used include isolation and removal of fish from blasting 
areas, so the only fish possibly affected would be from the salvage 
operation and any fish not successfully removed from the area prior 
to blasting.  Any standard fish density estimates would be 
meaningless and not site specific. 

CO34-70 Multiple levels of BMPs will be used to control run off sediment 
(see ESCP) in order to minimize erosion regardless of quantity.  EIs 
will regulate construction and post construction actions and 
procedure suitable for the conditions encountered to comply with 
state/federal permits.  With many procedures in place to control 
sediment runoff, the goal is to minimize effects so that they are 
minor or construction is halted until effects are reduced back to 
minor.  

CO34-71 See response to CO2-5 and CO2-6. 
CO34-72 The comment is correct, the DEIS does not specifically list the 

erosion rates for streams that would not be affected by the Project 
if No Action is implemented.  There is no need for this since there 
would be no project-related effects.  Alternative routes are analyzed 
using available information in Chapter 3.  See the discussion in the 
introduction on how FERC considers alternatives. 
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CO34 Continued, page 48 of 138 
 
CO34-73 The DEIS is a science-based document that summarizes years of 

studies and considers the extensive research on fish, riparian 
habitat, streams and water quality.  The fifth-field watershed is 
commonly used in the Pacific Northwest for analyzing project 
effects.  Watershed analyses for fifth-field watersheds completed 
by federal agencies are a key component of managing federal lands 
under the Northwest Forest Plan and provide a good basis for an 
analysis of effects. 

CO34-74 The Erosion Control and Restoration Plan (ECRP) included as 
Appendix I in the POD discusses the winterization plan in 
Attachment E for sites where construction disturbance requires 
restoration the following spring. 

CO34-75 Stream water exposure to the lack of shade at pipeline crossings 
would be temporary and limited.  Modeling results indicate that 
within a short distance downstream from all crossings, instream 
water temperatures would return to ambient conditions. 

 W-270 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

CO34 Continued, page 49 of 138 
 
CO34-76 The applicant has indicated they will do additional riparian 

plantings in the ratio of 1:1 for construction phase affects and 2:1 
for permanent impacts to mitigate for any potential temperature 
increases as outlined in the DEQ letter of September 12, 2011 (see 
PCGP 2013 Thermal impact Assessment).  These actions will aid 
in reducing potential impacts to stream temperatures.  Also the 
applicant will be required to obtain all permits including those 
dealing with state water quality where any deviations of standards 
will addressed.   

CO34-77 Stream water exposure to the lack of shade at pipeline crossings 
would be temporary and limited.  Modeling results indicate that 
within a short distance downstream from all crossings, instream 
water temperatures would return to ambient conditions. 
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CO34 Continued, page 50 of 138 
 
CO34-78 The effects of water temperature changes to aquatic resources is 

addressed in section 4.6.2.3.  Potential temperature changes 
considering all factors (size of clearing, modeled and literature 
results estimates of change, and proposed mitigations) were 
considered to be unsubstantial to aquatic resources. 

CO34-79 The efforts to avoid and minimize adverse impacts to LSRs is discussed in 
the DEIS in section 3.4.3.2, 3.4.3.3, 4.1.3.6 and Appendix K of the DEIS.  
Due to the density of the LSR network in SW Oregon avoiding all LSRs 
would require locating the route entirely on private land or on Highways.  
Consideration of these routes is also discussed in the DEIS in section 3.4.1 
and in Resource Report 10 attached to PCGP application to FERC. Only a 
small portion (less than 2 acres) of the southern edge of KOAC P2294 (MP 
86) would be cleared for the PCGP project (see Figure 4.1-20 of the DEIS).  
The compensatory mitigation plans developed by the BLM and Forest 
Service for LSR have been designed so that overall the new development 
would be neutral or beneficial to the creation and maintenance of late 
successional habitat in LSR.  "Pipelines" were specifically mentioned as 
one of the types of projects that address public needs or provide significant 
benefits at C-17 in the NWFP (see DEIS pages 4-162 to 163). 

CO34-80 Page B-32 of the NWFP does not preclude placing wood in streams as a 
mitigation action.  The placing of wood in streams by the BLM and Forest 
Service is not being proposed as mitigation for poor land management 
practices, it is being proposed as compensatory mitigation for unavoidable 
adverse impacts of the proposed project.  Consistency with the ACS is 
addressed in section 4.1.3.5 and Appendix J of the DEIS. Appendix J 
includes a discussion of 5th field watersheds that may be impacted, 
including a specific discussion of key ecological processes that could be 
affected (e.g., peak flows, sediment regime, aquatic connectivity). The 6.4 
miles of fencing on the Winema NF has not been proposed to keep cattle 
out of the pipeline right or way.  This fencing project has been proposed 
by the Winema NF to keep cattle out of riparian areas which is consistent 
with ACS objectives.  Moving the pipeline to avoid all survey and manage 
species is not feasible.  Based on existing data and data collected for the 
proposed project, it is expected that additional sites of survey and manage 
species occur outside the surveyed corridor (see e.g. pages 4-687 to 4-689 
of the DEIS). However, for the species where few sites are known to exist 
and species persistence would not be reasonably assured, minor route 
adjustments have been proposed (see sections 3.4.4, 3.4.4.1, 4.7.7 and 
Appendix K of the DEIS). 
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CO34 Continued, page 51 of 138 
 
CO34-81 The potential for the Pacific Connector pipeline to contribute to wildfire risk is 

discussed in section 4.5.1.2 of the EIS.  To reduce potential impacts related to 
possibility of wildfire, Pacific Connector has prepared and would implement a 
Fire Prevention and Suppression Plan, included as part of its Plan of 
Development (see section 2.1.6 of the EIS). Although designed for federal 
lands this plan would be applicable to the entire pipeline route regardless of 
landownership. The Fire Prevention and Suppression Plan includes 
requirements that Pacific Connector would coordinate with appropriate land 
owners and local fire districts to ensure that fire prevention and suppression 
activities consider pipeline safety. In addition, as part of the proposed action, 
Pacific Connector would fund various mitigation projects on federal lands 
which would include numerous fire suppression efforts (see section 2.1.4, 
4.1.3, and 4.5.1.3 of the EIS).  Fire suppression efforts on federal lands would 
also benefit private lands by reducing the potential for fires that could spread 
to adjacent private lands.  Intense heat would be required to impact the integrity 
of a welded steel pipeline.   In one study, soil temperature from intense slash 
pile burns reached a maximum of only about 50 degrees celsius (122 degrees 
fahrenheit) at a depth of about 24 inches directly under the burn pile (Massman, 
et al 2008).   

CO34-82 Fires are addressed in section 4.13 of the EIS.  Additional text on fires will be 
added so section 4.5. 

CO34-83 On page 4-381 of the DEIS, the number of waterbodies includes all surface 
water conveyances, including man-made ditches.  On page 4-582 of the DEIS, 
man-made ditches are not included because that section is addressing fish.  
Waterbody crossings are identified in Appendix N, Table N-3.  All stream 
crossings would be completed under the terms of a COE CWA Section 404 
permit, the NPDES Construction Stormwater Permit (CWA Section 402), and 
CWA Section 401 water quality certification requirements.  Detailed design 
drawings are included in the applications for permitting water body crossings 
with the COE and DEQ.  These details are not required to be included in the 
EIS. 
As stated on page 4-355 of the DEIS and in the Groundwater Supply 
Monitoring and Mitigation Plan, pre-construction surveys would be conducted 
to confirm the presence and locations of all groundwater supplies for 
landowners within and adjacent to the proposed pipeline right-of-way. This 
cannot be completed now because most landowners have not given permission 
for surveys on their land.  On page 4-351 of the DEIS, Pacific Connector has 
stated that it would further verify exact locations of springs and seeps during 
easement negotiation with landowners.  Only after approval of the EIS will the 
surveys for wells, springs, seeps, and drain tiles be conducted. 
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CO34 Continued, page 52 of 138 
 
CO34-84 As stated on page 4-371 of the DEIS, compliance with Oregon 

water quality standards and applicable TMDLs would be addressed 
during the CWA Section 401 water quality certification processes 
prior to construction. 
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CO34 Continued, page 54 of 138 
 
CO34-85 As discussed in Section 4.4.2.2 on page 4-393 of the DEIS, the 

GeoEngineers 2013 Channel Migration and Scour Analysis for the 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project in Southern Oregon 
identified crossings with site-specific analysis and West Fork Trail 
Creek and North Fork Little Butte Creek are included in the list.  
The GeoEngineers report included recommendations to mitigate 
for scour or channel migration included burring the pipeline below 
depth of streambed scour and 50-year channel projections. 

CO34-86 See response to CO2-7. 
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CO34 Continued, page 55 of 138 
 
CO34-87 The project considered both the number of crossings of streams 

section (4.6.2.3) which would each be about 75 feet wide and the 
area of riparian vegetation affected at crossings (Table 4.6.2.3-6). 
Additionally concentrations of suspended sediment distances 
below crossings was modeled for sedimentation and turbidity 
effects from pipeline installation in section 4.6.2.3. 
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CO34-88 Monitoring of water quality during dredging will be conducted to 

ensure compliance with ODEQ water quality certification during 
construction. 
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CO34-89 Note that only the North Oregon Coast distinct population segment 

of red tree vole is a federal candidate, so the population crossed by 
the Project does not have a federal (ESA) status. (see 
http://www.fws.gov/oregonfwo/Species/Data/RedTreeVole/). 

CO34-90 As stated in Section 4.4 on page 4-387 of the DEIS, to deal with 
the potential for HDD failure or the possible release of drilling mud 
during an HDD, Pacific Connector developed two separate plans: 
Failure Mode Procedures for the HDD Pipeline Installation Method 
and Drilling Fluid Contingency Plan for Horizontal Directional 
Drilling Operations. 

 W-279 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

CO34 Continued, page 58 of 138 
 
CO34-91 As stated on page 4-387 of the DEIS, Pacific Connector would approve any 

additive compounds prior to use by the drilling contractor to ensure compliance 
with all applicable environmental and safety regulations.  Toxic additives 
would not be used in the bentonite drilling mud for the Pacific Connector 
HDDs.  Note that the example given is from a County project.  The County did 
not have FERC’s expertise in designing and building pipelines. 

CO34-92 The applicant has updated the Stream Crossing Risk Analysis (PCGP February 
13, 2015) and consulted with USFWS (Janine Castro February 11, 2015) 
concerning the evaluation of pipeline stream crossings.  They have developed 
crossing designs for those streams considered at risk based on the USFWS 
Pipeline Screening Risk Matrix, for sites they had access to.  This analysis was 
done for stream crossings for the whole route independent of fish presence.  
They also have developed a host of actions (see new report) that would be taken 
at sites depending on site specific conditions that would be determined prior to 
construction.  They have included input for sites of concern on BLM and Forest 
Service lands in the assessment and designs.  They will conduct surveys of 
streams that they currently do not have access to once they obtain permission 
from the landowners to finalize the risk status and proceed appropriately as was 
done at accessible sites.  They have developed a monitoring plan for the  
crossing sites to determine where issues may arise post construction and 
indicated they would take remedial actions if needed based on permit 
requirements.  Other specifics requirements for the crossings will made through 
the state and federal permitting process.  Updated information has been 
included in the EIS text. 

CO34-93 As discussed in Section 4.4.2.2, Pacific Connector conducted a hyporheic 
exchange analysis on the waterbodies and ditches crossed by the pipeline 
(GeoEngineers 2013d).  The assessment focused on determining if 
construction has the potential to affect the structure and function of the 
hyporheic zone, and if so, which stream crossing may be most sensitive to 
changes in hyporheic zone structure and organization.  
While the potential impact of pipeline construction on hyporheic exchange is 
considered to be low at all stream crossings considering the proposed 
construction methods, Pacific Connector proposes additional measures to 
further reduce the potential for even localized impacts to water quality from 
hyporheic exchange at the stream crossings identified as having high hyporheic 
sensitivity.  These additional measures include documenting streambed 
stratigraphy prior to construction. As described in the Stream Crossing Risk 
Analysis (GeoEngineers 2013c), once the Project is approved and all permits 
and route access obtained, all stream crossing would have a pre-construction 
survey to confirm and clarify conditions developed in the risk analysis.   
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CO34-94 As stated on page 4-381 of the DEIS, a table of crossings with the proposed 

crossing method is included in Appendix N (table N-3).  The ECRP 
(Appendix I of the POD) identifies temporary and permanent erosion 
control measures and site specific mitigation measures. As a follow-up 
measure to help ensure crossing actions would not adversely affect stream 
bank and channel structure, Pacific Connector would monitor all stream 
crossings, regardless of risk, quarterly for 2 years after construction.  Any 
adverse issues found during the monitoring with channel stability or habitat 
would be remediated.  Additional monitoring would occur periodically 
over a 10-year period with implementation of remediation as needed. 

CO34-95 This is discussed in section 4.2.2.2 (page 4-386 to 388). 
CO34-96 The backup plan for crossing the Rogue River is discussed in section 

4.4.2.2, "to deal with the potential for HDD failure or the possible release 
of drilling mud during an HDD, Pacific Connector developed two separate 
plans: Failure Mode Procedures for the HDD Pipeline Installation Method 
and Drilling Fluid Contingency Plan for Horizontal Directional Drilling 
Operations."    All stream crossings would be completed under the terms 
of a COE CWA Section 404 permit, the NPDES Construction Stormwater 
Permit (CWA Section 402), and CWA Section 401 water quality 
certification requirements.  As discussed in section 2.5.1 and 4.4.2.2, 
Pacific Connector would employ EIs to ensure compliance with 
specifications during construction (and restoration).  In accordance with 
the FERC’s Plan, the EIs would have the authority to stop work and order 
corrective actions for activities that violate the environmental conditions 
of the FERC Certificate and other permit authorizations. 

CO34-97 Comment noted. 
CO34-98 Comment noted.  The FERC does not require that either Jordan Cove or 

Pacific Connector post bonds. However, Jordan Cove’s June 10, 2014 
MOU with the ODE requires the posting of a bond to cover retirement 
costs.  Also, both companies would have insurance to cover the unlikely 
event of an incident. 

CO34-99 Comment noted.  Mitigation at the HDD Rogue River crossing would be 
conducted in compliance with the FERC regulations.  See 4.12.2 and table 
4.12.2.4-7. 
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CO34-100 The EIS will not include detailed information on the specific locations chosen for 

water withdrawal.  As stated in Section 4.4.2.2, if water for hydrostatic testing would 
be acquired from surface water sources, Pacific Connector would obtain all 
necessary appropriations and withdrawal permits, including from the ODWR, prior 
to use.  As part of this process, ODWR would have the applications reviewed by 
ODEQ and ODFW to determine if there are concerns about the impact water 
withdrawals may have on water resources, (including concerns relating to the 
timing, seasonality, and method of withdrawal), as well as water quality and/or fish 
and wildlife species and the habitat, respectively.  ODWR would provide public 
notice and opportunity to comment on the applications. 

CO34-101 The EIS will not include detailed information on the specific locations chosen for 
water withdrawal.  As stated in Section 4.4.2.2, if water for hydrostatic testing would 
be acquired from surface water sources, Pacific Connector would obtain all 
necessary appropriations and withdrawal permits, including from the ODWR, prior 
to use.  As part of this process, ODWR would have the applications reviewed by 
ODEQ and ODFW to determine if there are concerns about the impact water 
withdrawals may have on water resources, (including concerns relating to the 
timing, seasonality, and method of withdrawal), as well as water quality and/or fish 
and wildlife species and the habitat, respectively.  ODWR would provide public 
notice and opportunity to comment on the applications.   

CO34-102 If the Pacific Connector Project is approved, Pacific Connector would be allowed 
use of its proposed construction right-of-way for activities requested in its 
application to FERC.  Although the section of right-of-way between the HDD entry 
and exit sites would not be cleared of vegetation, this area may be used as required 
to access the river.  Typically, it is necessary to lay guide wires along the HDD drill 
path (see EIS section 2.4.2.2). In addition, Pacific Connector has proposed to use 
the Rogue River has a potential source of hydrostatic test water (see EIS table 
4.4.2.2-10).  Pacific Connector did not identify the Rogue River as a potential source 
for dust suppression (see EIS table 4.4.2.2-9).  If Pacific Connector requires water 
from the Rogue River for dust suppression as noted by this comment based on 
information in Appendix P, it would need to make this request along with 
justification prior to approval. Water use for hydrostatic testing or dust suppression 
would be subject to all applicable permits.     

CO34-103 The details for obtaining 401/404 permits are not required to be included in the EIS.  
After FERC approval of the project, final design will be completed and applications 
for 401/404 will be submitted and approved prior to construction. 

CO34-104 A 16-foot-wide is desired.  The existing road is 12 feet wide.  The footnote states 
that brushing and other work would be needed of the Old Ferry Road.  Brushing 
along the existing road would create a 16-foot cleared area for vehicles.  We fail to 
see why the Law Center believes that build 1.4 miles of new road through the forest 
would have less impact than brushing, grading and adding gravel to the existing and 
widening the road at a sharp turn. 
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CO34-105 As stated in section 3.4.2.9, transporting the pipes 2.2 miles across 

steep grades (up to 65 percent) would not be safe.  Using an existing 
road, with some improvements, would be much safer. 

CO34-106 Pacific Connector stated in its April 27, 2015 filing that based on 
their understanding, the existing gate along OFR may be an 
electronic, keypad operated gate. The company would work with 
landowners to negotiate shared use of OFR and any necessary 
modifications to the gate to minimize impact to the road owners 
and accommodate construction traffic. 

CO34-107 Comment noted. 
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CO34-108 The State will determine separately whether the project meets state 

law. 

 W-284 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

CO34 Continued, page 63 of 138 
 
CO34-109 Road information for the PCGP Project has been updated in the 

FEIS to reflect the most current proposed design. Regarding the 
road extending from South Myrtle Road, Pacific Connector no 
longer plans to use this unknown road because it is not functional 
without a bridge crossing of South Myrtle Creek. The road has been 
removed from Project maps and tables. 
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CO34-110 The applicant has proposed extensive methods to eliminate and 

minimize erosion that could result from construction related 
actions. Additionally they will need to meet state water quality  and 
related permits requires  from the  state and other federal agencies, 
which may pose additional actions if they are deemed required 
prior the applicant  being allowed to construct the project. 

CO34-111 Construction access roads are shown on the pipeline facility maps 
in Appendix C. Types of roads, existing, new temporary, and 
permanent access roads are described in Chapter 2. The use and 
crossing of access roads is discussed in Section 4.10. Impacts to 
waterways are evaluated in Section 4.4 and 4.6. Pacific Connector 
filed a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) for federal lands as 
Attachment 25 of its Plan of Development, and as Appendix 8H to 
Resource Report 8 for non-federal lands. The TMPs detail the 
measures, standards, and stipulations to be employed in the use, 
improvement, and maintenance of roads. 
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CO34-112 Existing access roads, new temporary access roads, and new 

permanent access roads are described in Chapter 2.  Environmental 
impacts from the road network are discussed in Chapter 4 (roads 
used for construction are discussed in sections 4.10.1.2 for the 
terminal and 4.10.2.1 for the pipeline).  Mitigation measures are 
discussed in Section 2.1.4 and 2.1.7, as well as in conjunction with 
the respective affected resources in Chapter 4.   Also see the 
Transportation Management Plan, and the FERC recommendation 
that the applicants consulate with the State and Counties and submit 
a revised plan and the comments from the State and Counties to 
FERC. 

CO34-113 The applicant has proposed extensive methods to eliminate and 
minimize erosion that could result from construction related 
actions. Additionally they will need to meet state water quality  and 
related permits requires  from the  state and other federal agencies, 
which may pose additional actions if they are deemed required 
prior the applicant  being allowed to construct the project. 
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CO34-114 The EIS includes discussion of mitigation that would address 

potential soil compaction (see page 4-320-4-321) - Compaction 
Potential in section 4.3.  The impacts are considered "short-term" 
due to the extensive measures that would be employed to address 
compaction including "decompaction to within 10% of adjacent 
bulk density".  The EIS acknowledges that some areas would 
require additional mitigation to address compaction issues. 

CO34-115 As discussed in section 2.5.1 and 4.4.2.2 of the DEIS, Pacific 
Connector would employ EIs to ensure compliance with 
specifications during construction and restoration.  The ECRP 
(Appendix I of the POD) identifies permanent erosion control 
measures and site specific mitigation measures. As a follow-up 
measure to help ensure crossing actions would not adversely affect 
stream bank and channel structure, Pacific Connector would 
monitor all stream crossings, regardless of risk, quarterly for 2 
years after construction.  Any adverse issues found during the 
monitoring with channel stability or habitat would be remediated.  
Additional monitoring would occur periodically over a 10-year 
period with implementation of remediation as needed. 

 W-290 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

CO34 Continued, page 69 of 138 
 
CO34-116 Because of the linear nature of the project the number of stream 

crossing and ultimately total area of stream habitat that would be 
affected in any watershed (note their 211 actual stream channel 
crossing in over 230 miles of pipeline route over 19 fifth-field 
watershed) would be extremely small.  Effects to each stream 
would be limited to the area l near crossing sites. So any cumulative 
effects would be unsubstantial based distribution of crossings and 
magnitude of effects at each.   

CO34-117 Section 4.6.2.3 concludes that sediment entering fish streams and 
affects to fish would be primarily short-term and modeling 
indicates that sediment would likely be within the normal 
fall/winter turbidity levels within 300 to 500 feet downstream of 
the crossing.  Also crossings would typically be completed during 
the state-approved in-water work window when potential adverse 
effects to listed fish would be at their lowest.   
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CO34-118 The applicant evaluated potential landslide areas and modified the 

route to avoid these areas. Only one field-surveyed moderate risk 
area located approximately between MP 18.14 and 18.20 just 
upslope from a small (2-foot-wide) stream, a tributary to 
Cunningham Creek, is known to be along the route.  The overall 
risk of landslides to be result from the project is not considered 
significant.  The erosion control methods are intended to protect 
streams from receiving excessive erosion.  Because landslides are 
not considered to be a significant result of project actions their 
inclusion in effects on temperature is not warranted.   

CO34-119 See response to CO34-118. 
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CO34-120 Section 4.10.2.5 of the DEIS discusses the concerns that 

unauthorized OHV use could adversely affect resources.  Locations 
of particular concern are listed on page 4-850. The Recreation 
Management Plan describes measures to control unauthorized use.  
Sediment arising from unauthorized use that occurs despite these 
control measures is unlikely to have a significant effect on fish and 
would be more than offset by mitigation to reduce sediment from 
roads (see table 2.5.2.1). 

CO34-121 Of the perennial stream crossings on federal lands, most were 
addressed early in the planning process and the crossing locations 
adjusted to avoid high-risk conditions.  Besides the Medford 
District of the BLM, these include Big Creek, Deep Creek, Middle 
Creek, and East Fork Cow Creek, and the South Fork of Little Butte 
Creek on the Coos Bay and Roseburg Districts of the BLM and the 
Umpqua and Rogue River National Forests.  Appendix J of the 
DEIS provides a discussion of compliance with all ACS objectives 
for each 5th-field watershed that encompasses federal lands.  The 
BLM and FS have worked closely with the applicant and FERC to 
develop the Erosion Control and Revegetation Plan in a manner 
that is consistent with all seven LMPs.  The Final EIS includes a 
discussion of site-specific crossing restoration plans for the 
crossings named above that would be used in addition to measures 
identified in the ECRP where the ECRP is not sufficient alone to 
address resource concerns. 
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CO34-122 The section 4.6.2.3 addresses impacts to all stream channels 

crossed. Also see response to CO34-116. 
CO34-123 The effects of reduced LWD supply were addressed in section 

4.6.2.3.  Additionally the applicant will mitigate this loss with 
addition of LWD at the crossing with about 1 to 4 pieces per 
crossing in each 75 foot wide clearing.  The permitting process may 
modify this mitigation if needed to ensure limited affects to fish 
resources. 
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CO34-124 Comment noted. 
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CO34-125 Comment noted. 
CO34-126 Comment noted. 
CO34-127 Indirect effects to marbled murrelet are discussed in section 4.7.1.2 

of the DEIS, with further detail provided in our Biological 
Assessment, available on the FERC website. The impact 
assessment including edge effects was developed in coordination 
with FWS. 
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CO34-128 The primary impacts to marbled murrelets and spotted owls are 

discussed in section 4.7.1.2. Additional details, including potential 
impacts from increased recreation such as off-road vehicle use, are 
discussed in our BA, available on the FERC website. 
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CO34-129 The DEIS includes a comparison of the May 2009 route and the 

currently proposed route in section3.4.2.6. The May 2009 route was 
chosen over the 2007 route based on information presented in an 
earlier EIS.  As discussed in section 1.1.1, portions of that analysis 
are valid and can be used in the current analysis. 
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CO34-130 The FEIS text has been corrected. 
CO34-131 Federally listed species are managed by the USFWS.  Surveys and 

avoidance, minimization and mitigation requirements will be 
identified in the BO prepared by the USFWS following the release 
of the FEIS. 

CO34-132 Proposed mitigation measures are described in section 2.1.4 at the 
programmatic level. The mitigation projects would undergo 
separate NEPA analysis prior to implementation.  As stated in 
section 2.1.4, these measures are likely to change once field surveys 
are complete; therefore, it is too early to make a decision on these 
measures.  The cumulative effects of these projects, the proposed 
Project and other foreseeable activities are analyzed in section 4.14.   
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CO34-133 The mitigation offered for impacts to occupied marbled murrelet 

sites (unmapped LSR) is primarily in Zone 1 not Zone 2.  The 
proposed reallocation of 450 acres of matrix to LSR on the Coos 
Bay District Is all within Zone 1 and in the proximity of the 
occupied sites that would be impacted on both the Coos Bay and 
Roseburg Districts.  The reallocation of matrix to LSR in Zone 2 is 
in addition to the reallocation in Zone 1.  This is discussed in the 
DEIS on pages 4-164 to 169,  4-178 to 179, 4-235 to 238 and in 
section 2.4.4 of Appendix H. The proposed mitigation actions by 
the BLM including the rationale for the actions is described in 
section 2.1.4 and Appendix F of the DEIS. Reallocation of matrix 
lands to LSR adds a reserve allocation (LSR) to existing habitat, 
resulting in a net increase in murrelet habitat acres in reserve status.  
The BLM has not proposed any fuels reduction or forest thinning 
mitigation actions in the Oregon Coast Range Province. Mitigation 
actions such as heliponds to reduce the risk of stand replacement 
fire is consistent with the LSRA recommendations for this portion 
of LSR 261.  The BLM is currently proposing to place heliponds 
on private timber company lands with the cooperation of the timber 
companies.  This is in mutual interest since the ponds would benefit 
all land owners in the area. Mitigation of this type is allowed under 
BLM mitigation policies.  No one has proposed the use of hydro-
test discharge water to fill the ponds. Additional discussion has 
been added in the FEIS.  Acquiring private land for mitigation for 
impacts to threatened or endangered species is more appropriately 
accomplished through formal consultation between the Applicant, 
FERC and the USFWS.  The BA submitted to USFWS for the 
PCGP project includes the applicant acquiring private lands for 
conservation easements as mitigation for impacts to listed species.  
BLM would not make any decision on its proposed actions until the 
consultation process with USFWS were complete. 
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CO34-134 Only known owl activity centers (KOAC) in the matrix discovered 

before January 1, 1994 are managed under the standards and 
guidelines for LSR.  Essentially, these KOACs are static and don't 
change over time. Occupied marbled murrelet sites in the matrix 
are protected under the same standards and guidelines but only for 
the contiguous existing and recruitment (within 25 years) habitat 
within a 0.5 mile radius identified by BLM once occupation has 
been documented. The proposed matrix to LSR reallocations acres 
listed in the amendments does not include the acres that are already 
being managed as LSR as occupied marbled murrelet sites or 
KOACs. For example on the Coos Bay District there is a total of 
998 acres that would be reallocated to mapped LSR 261 of which 
387 acres are currently being managed as matrix and the 
amendment credits only 387 acres since the remaining 611 acres 
are occupied marbled murrelet sites being managed under the LSR 
guidelines.  However, islands of occupied marbled murrelet habitat 
provide for limited interior forest habitat. The benefits to LSR 
include all 998 acres would now be managed as part of a mapped 
LSR as a contiguous block and the areas that are presently being 
managed as matrix (387 acres) would be managed for the creation 
and maintenance of late-successional habitat.  Although plantations 
in the matrix may not be "clearcut" in the traditional sense, the 
objectives for timber management in these areas (including 
regeneration harvest) would not produce suitable habitat for 
marbled murrelets.  Although this area of the Coos Bay District is 
in a checkerboard ownership the LSR assessment for this area 
recognized it played an important link in the LSR system by 
providing some connectivity between the more contiguous areas of 
habitat in LSR to the north and south.  One of the recommendations 
in the LSR assessment for this area was to increase the stand size 
of contiguous habitat (see DEIS pages 4-166 to 174 and section 
2.2.1.1 of appendix H). 
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CO34-135 Future actions of Congress are speculative and not suitable for 

analysis as reasonably foreseeable actions.  The impacts to LSR on 
the Coos Bay District from the PCGP project include the impacts 
that would occur to the area that would be reallocated to LSR (see 
DEIS pages 4-166 to 174). The requirement of acquisition of 
private lands to replace matrix lands reallocated to LSR calls for 
"comparable" lands.  Assessments would have to be made once the 
lands are identified to determine any restoration needs. 

CO34-136 A major threat to LSRs in southern Oregon as identified in LSR 
assessments and the 15-year monitoring reports for the NWFP is 
the risk of stand-replacing fire.  The LSR assessments include 
recommendations for reducing this threat.  The rationale for the 
mitigation actions including hazardous fuels reduction and 
construction of heli-ponds is described in Table 2.1.4-1 and 
Appendix F of the DEIS (see also pages 2-51 through 2-54 for 
further discussion on these proposed mitigation actions). The 
objection to the use of these mitigation actions is noted. 
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CO34-137 The term "Coast Range" in this portion of the DEIS is referring to 

the "Coast Range Province" of the NWFP (see DEIS Figure 4.1-
42).  The DEIS recognizes there is a wide range of "mean fire-
return intervals" among the fifth-field watersheds crossed by the 
proposed PCGP in this province ranging from up to 200 years in 
the North Fork Coquille watershed to as frequent as 60-70 years in 
the Middlefork Coquille watershed at east end of the province.  The 
proposed heli-ponds are on the east end of the province in an area 
where the proposed pipeline would be on a ridge prone to frequent 
lightning strikes.  The purpose of the proposed mitigation is not to 
protect wildlife from wildland fire but to reduce the risk of loss of 
LSOG habitat to high intensity wildfire (see DEIS section 2.1.4 and 
Table 4.5.1.2-9). 

 W-304 Appendix W – Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses 
 



Jordan Cove Energy and 
Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline Project Final EIS 

 
 

CO34 Continued, page 83 of 138 
 
CO34-138 The BLM and Forest Service have not proposed thinning old-

growth forest as mitigation for the PCGP project.  The integrated 
stand density treatments are designed to reduce the risk of a high-
intensity stand replacement fire.  The area of LSR where this 
treatment is proposed is along a ridge prone to frequent lightning 
strikes.  The treatments are focused on thinning from below, 
reducing ladder fuels, and any generated slash would also be 
treated.  The proposed treatments occur on both BLM and USFS 
lands and are consistent with recommendations in the Late-
Successional Reserve Assessments for LSR 261 and 223.  
Additional discussion has been added in the FEIS to further clarify 
these proposed treatments. 
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CO34-139 The purpose of the proposed mitigation is to reduce the risk of 

stand-replacing fires and to enhance the development of LSRs.  
Projects proposed to meet these objectives could result in 
commercial size trees being removed.  This removal of commercial 
size trees would be incidental to achieving these objectives.  This 
is discussed in the DEIS on pages 2-51 through 2-54.  Pacific 
Connector would not perform the compensatory mitigation actions 
and would not receive any receipts from this work.  All of the 
proposed actions would have costs that the agencies do not 
otherwise have funding for.  The BLM and FS would plan these 
activities consistent with the standards in the NWFP and the 
recommendations in the LSR and watershed assessments. 

CO34-140 As the DEIS states, wolves are protected by both federal and state 
laws and thus are not expected to be shot as a result of the Project. 
We are not aware of any evidence that the installation of the 
pipeline would cause a measurable increase in livestock predation 
by wolves. 
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CO34-141 Fishers are discussed in section 4.7.1.1 of the DEIS. Impacts to the 

fisher were also analyzed in our BA, submitted to the FWS and 
posted on the FERC web site in February 2015. 
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CO34-142 The 1,800-page final recovery plan was issued shortly before the 

DEIS was finalized.  The DEIS used the draft plan, the final version 
is considered in the FEIS.N653:O653. 

CO34-143 Federally listed species are managed by the USFWS.  Surveys and 
avoidance, minimization and mitigation requirements will be 
identified in the BO prepared by the USFWS following the release 
of the FEIS.  Oregon spotted frogs are discussed in section 4.7.1.4.   

CO34-144 The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) has jurisdiction over the 
regulation and protection of federally listed plant species.  The 
applicant is continuing to work with the FWS regarding impacts to 
listed plants as well as any compensatory mitigation measures 
(including minor reroutes) that the FWS may require.  This 
consultation is occurring under both the NEPA process (via the 
EIS) as well as the ESA process via the FERC Biological 
Assessment and subsequently the FWS/NOAA Biological Opinion 
(BO).  The BO may contain additional mitigation measures beyond 
what is contained in the EIS.  If the Project is approved, the FERC 
Order would contain a condition that the applicant comply with all 
permit requirements, including any specified in the FWS/NOAA 
BO. 
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CO34-145 Potential impacts to these species from storing pipes has been 

disclosed in the EIS and BA.  The FWS will prepare a BO in 
response to the project BA, which may contain additional 
measures/requirements that would be implemented to avoid the 
listed species. The FWS has jurisdiction over the protection and 
regulations for this species.   

CO34-146 Text refereeing to this land as "BLM" has been removed.   
Regarding the portion of the comment asking to have the text of the 
applicant's mitigation plan altered:  the BLM and FERC did not 
prepare the mitigation plan; it was prepared by the Applicant.  The 
federal government cannot alter the text in the applicant’s proposal.  
The EIS currently acknowledges the risks associated with Off-
Road-Vehicle (OHV) [which is referred to as Off-Highway-
Vehicle - OHV; in the EIS], and developed measures to minimize 
this risk (see the transportation section). 
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CO34-147 Page 4-321 of the DEIS acknowledges that BMPs may not be 

sufficient to entirely address soil compaction and that additional 
measures such as subsoil ripping and decompaction with hydraulic 
excavators would be employed.  In addition, bulk density 
measurements would be taken to ensure mitigation is completed to 
specific standards. 
The ECRP (Appendix I of the POD) identifies temporary and 
permanent erosion control measures and site specific mitigation 
measures. As a follow-up measure to help ensure crossing actions 
would not adversely affect stream bank and channel structure, 
Pacific Connector would monitor all stream crossings, regardless 
of risk, quarterly for 2 years after construction.  Any adverse issues 
found during the monitoring with channel stability or habitat would 
be remediated.  Additional monitoring would occur periodically 
over a 10-year period with implementation of remediation as 
needed. 
The effects to stream temperature, LWD, sedimentation have been 
acknowledged and the mitigation in all forms (avoidance, 
minimization, BMPs, and compensation) that would be 
implemented were presented in the DEIS and associated documents 
(see Section 4.6.2.3, Section 4.1.3, Appendix S – Wildlife Habitat 
Mitigation Plan, and Applicants Draft Compensatory Mitigation 
Plan).  Consultation with listed species managing agencies (NMFS 
and USFWS) will ultimately result in determinations of whether 
some forms of additional mitigation is needed to protect listed 
species and their critical habitat.   
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CO34-148 In general, the construction and mitigation measures proposed by 

Pacific Connector and/or recommended by FERC staff for private 
lands are based on normal standards for natural gas pipelines under 
FERC jurisdiction.  These protective standards are applied to 
pipeline projects across the U.S., and are not lowered for the private 
lands affected by the Pacific Connector pipeline.  Rather, the 
federal land management agencies whose lands are crossed by the 
proposed pipeline have increased the protective measures beyond 
the industry standards for the portions of the project that would 
cross federally managed lands.    

CO34-149 The reliability and safety section of the EIS, including the summary 
of natural gas pipeline incidents and safety record and potential 
impact of the PCGP on southern Oregon, considered that the 
pipeline would be designed and constructed according to Class 
Locations required by USDOT regulations.  This would include 
Class 1, Class 2, and Class 3 as shown in table 4.13.9.1-1.   
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CO34-150 Safety is addressed in section 4.13.9.  See section 4.13.9.1 through 

4.13.9.3 for a discussion of the risks the pipeline poses to the public.  
Also see the information on accidents in table 4.13.9.3-2.  A person 
is more than 20,000 times more likely to be killed in a motor vehicle 
accident as in an accident associated with a natural gas transmission 
pipeline. 

CO34-151 As stated in Section 4.13 of the DEIS, the FERC does not establish 
safety standards for pipelines; those standards are set by the U.S. 
Department of Transportation (DOT).  Information regarding the 
costs of building the project to different yet undetermined (or 
unspecified in the comment) standards than those required by the 
DOT was not conducted, as there would be no standard in which to 
set this analysis by (i.e., a standard other than what is required by 
the DOT). 
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CO34-152 Similar requests were also received during scoping.  As explained 

in Section 4.13 of the EIS, the pipeline would be designed, 
constructed, operated, and maintained in accordance with the DOT 
Minimum Federal Safety Standards in 49 CFR Part 192.  Pipeline 
class standards are clearly defined in Part 192 based on population 
density in the vicinity of the pipeline.  FERC cannot assign 
arbitrary class location standards that differ from those defined in 
Part 192. 

CO34-153 See discussion in EIS section 4.1.1.2, Pipeline, in subsections on 
Seismically Related Hazards, Surface Faults, Soil Liquefaction, 
and Other Geologic and Natural Hazards. 

CO34-154 See section 4.3.3.3 for the analysis of seismic and landslide 
hazards.  See the requirement that the applicant provider additional 
information. 
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CO34-155 The NWFP directed that during watershed analysis (WA) unstable 

areas including earthflows be considered in determining the widths 
of riparian reserves.  The amount of area to be included in riparian 
reserves is based on several factors and the NWFP provided 
guidance on this analysis (see NWFP pages B-20 through B-30).  
Riparian reserves are not put off limits to management but are 
managed under a set of standards and guidelines in the NWFP.  All 
of the watersheds crossed by the proposed PCGP within the NWFP 
have completed WAs and the riparian reserves generated from 
these WAs are included in the DEIS analysis.  Subsequently, the 
BLM and FS worked closely with the applicant to identify and 
avoid areas of slope instability (e.g. Big Creek). Where locations 
could not be avoided (e.g. East Fork Cow Creek) additional design 
features were developed to address site-specific conditions and 
ensure consistency with LMPs (including the ACS objectives and 
standards and guidelines).  Those additional design features are 
incorporated into Chapter 4.1 and Appendix J of the EIS. 

CO34-156 The U.S. Congress decided to convey the power of eminent domain 
to private companies that receive a Certificate from the FERC when 
it passed section 7(h) of the NGA in 1947.  Nowhere in the DEIS 
is there a statement that the Project would be in the “public 
interest.”  In fact, the Commission would make its finding of public 
benefit in its decision-document (Project Order).  The EIS is not a 
decision-document.  The Commission would issue its Order after 
we have produced an FEIS.  The FEIS contains an analysis of 
mitigation measures and their expected effectiveness. 
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CO34-157 As stated on page 1-13 of the EIS the purpose of the Pacific 

Connector Pipeline is two-fold: (1) to provide natural gas to the 
Jordan Cove LNG terminal; and (2) to supply additional volumes 
of natural gas to markets in southern Oregon. The Commission will 
determine, in its review of the Project, whether the Project as 
proposed would meet the purpose. 
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CO34-158 FERC does not reply to individual letters.  The comments are 

included here as is the response.  Typically, if the Commission 
authorizes the project, it would be conditioned on meeting local, 
state, and federal laws and requirements prior to construction.  Note 
that it is not FERC that determined who gets eminent domain 
authority, it was the US Congress. 

CO34-159 Section 4.13.9-1 of the EIS describes measures that Pacific 
Connector would implement to support and supplement the 
existing emergency response capabilities in the communities 
crossed by the pipeline.  Measures would be included in an 
Emergency Response Plan as required by USDOT pipeline safety 
regulations. 
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CO34-160 The FERC does not require companies to post bonds.  In the 

unlikely case of an accident the company would be liable, and 
covered by insurance. 

CO34-161 The EIS is being prepared with the help of a third-party contractor; 
however all of the analysis is review by FERC staff and revised if 
needed.  Information about the preparers, including the company 
they work for, is presented in Appendix T of the DEIS.  All 
contracting requirements have been complied with.   

CO34-162 Once the applicant complies with all legal requirements and is 
authorized to begin construction, if the landowner and the applicant 
cannot reach a negotiated agreement the matter would be decided 
in court.     

CO34-163 Comment noted. 
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CO34-164 The authorities for considering amendments to BLM Resource 

Management Plans for a proposed project are discussed in section 
4.1.3.4 in the DEIS and in section 2.2 of Appendix H to the DEIS.  
Specifically the implementing regulations for FLPMA at (43 CFR 
1610.5-5) describe the process for amending RMPs.  Additional 
discussion has been added to section 4.1.3.4 in the FEIS. 

CO34-165 An evaluation of the significance of the proposed amendments is 
included in section 4.1.3 of the DEIS.  These proposed amendments 
are going through public input and review as part of the FERC EIS 
process.  The PCGP project would only affect a very small portion 
of each of the affected BLM and FS management units and would 
apply only to the PCGP project.  Developing a new LMP is not 
necessary because the scope of the analysis specifically responds 
to a right of way application and related plan amendments. 
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CO34-166 An analysis of the proposed survey and manage plan amendments 

is included in the DEIS (see section 4.1.3.4, 4.7.4, and Appendix 
K).  The analysis determined that the management objectives of the 
survey and manage mitigation measure (to provide for reasonable 
assurance of species persistence) could continue to be met with the 
proposed amendment. This analysis is based on the surveys that 
were conducted, information known about the species, and the 
proposed reroutes to avoid areas where species persistence would 
be a concern.  An evaluation of the significance so the proposed 
amendment is provided in section 4.1.3.4 of the DEIS. 

CO34-167 The impacts to soils are addressed in the DEIS (see sections 4.1.3.4, 
4.3, and 4.14).  We could not find any discussion on page 4-66 of 
the DEIS that would indicate there is no proposed road 
decommissioning mitigation on the Winema NF.  There are over 
21 miles of road decommissioning proposed for the Winema NF 
(see Table 2.1.4-2 and Appendix F of the DEIS). 

CO34-168 An evaluation of the significance of the proposed amendments is 
included in section 4.1.3.4 of the DEIS.  These proposed 
amendments are going thru public input and review as part of the 
FERC EIS process.  The BLM and Forest Service have included 
their proposed LMP amendments in the FERC EIS and are using 
FERC's NEPA document to support agency decision-making as 
described in section 1.4.2 of the DEIS consistent with the 
requirements of the Energy Policy Act. There may be additional 
NEPA analysis for the proposed mitigation actions in the 
compensatory mitigation plans if the PCGP project is approved and 
constructed. These mitigation proposals would go through the 
normal notice and comment procedures at that time. 
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CO34-169 Compliance with BLM and FS LMPs as amended by the NWFP 

(including those LMPs that incorporated the NWFP ROD and 
subsequent related decisions) is addressed in section 4.1.3.5, 
4.1.3.6 and in Appendices E, F, H, J and K of the DEIS.  Pipeline 
route modifications, on site design features and compensatory 
mitigation have been designed to meet the objectives and 
appropriate Standards and Guidelines (BLM Management 
Direction) from these LMPs. 

CO34-170 Compliance with the ACS is addressed in section 4.1.3.5 and in 
Appendix J of the DEIS.  Pipeline route modifications, on site 
design features and compensatory mitigation have been designed 
to meet the ACS Objectives. 
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CO34-171 Compliance with the ACS is addressed in section 4.1.3.5 and in 

Appendix J of the DEIS. Appendix J of the DEIS provides a 
comprehensive discussion of compliance with all ACS objectives 
for each 5th-field watershed that encompasses federal lands.  The 
BLM and FS have worked closely with the applicant and FERC to 
develop the Erosion Control and Revegetation Plan in a manner 
that is consistent with all seven LMPs.  The Final EIS includes a 
discussion of site-specific crossing restoration plans that will be 
used in addition to measures identified in the ECRP to address 
impacts to sediment, large woody debris and riparian vegetation in 
a manner consistent with the ACS. 
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CO34-172 Consistency with the management objectives for riparian 

management and the ACS are addressed in the DEIS (see sections 
4.1.3.5, 4.4.4 and Appendix J).  The BLM and Forest Service have 
proposed a compensatory mitigation plan that includes placement 
of large woody debris in riparian reserves (see sections 4.1.2 and 
Appendix F of the DEIS. 

CO34-173 Compliance with the ACS is addressed in section 4.1.3.5 and in 
Appendix J of the DEIS. Appendix J of the DEIS provides a 
comprehensive discussion of compliance with all ACS objectives 
for each 5th-field watershed that encompasses federal lands.  For 
each of these watersheds, the project was evaluated specifically to 
the nine discrete (and interrelated) ACS objectives using the best 
information available to the BLM and FS at the time the DEIS was 
issued.  Subsequently, in response to FERC data requests, 
additional information has been included in the FEIS related to 
water quality and conditions of Riparian Reserves associated with 
proposed crossings of perennial streams on BLM and FS lands.  
The BLM and FS have worked closely with the applicant and 
FERC to develop the Erosion Control and Revegetation Plan, and 
the Wetland and Waterbody Crossing Plan, in a manner that is 
consistent with all seven LMPs.  The Final EIS includes a 
discussion of site-specific crossing restoration plans that would be 
used in addition to measures identified in the ECRP to address 
impacts to sediment, temperature, large woody debris and riparian 
vegetation in a manner consistent with the ACS. The analysis 
presented in Appendix J to the FEIS also acknowledges the location 
and potential impacts that could occur as a result of the use, 
reconstruction and construction of temporary and permanent access 
roads. 
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CO34-174 Pipeline route modifications, on site design features, and 

compensatory mitigation have been designed so that overall the 
PCGP project would be neutral or beneficial to the creation and 
maintenance of late-successional habitat in LSRs (see section 
4.1.3.6, 4.1.3.7 and Appendices F and H of the DEIS). 

CO34-175 The "Roads Route Alternative" proposed by the Forest Service is 
discussed in the EIS (see DEIS page 3-52 to 3-55).  This route was 
not selected because it would have been 3 miles longer and have 
imposed a greater construction footprint in the LSR, and was not 
constructible in places due to terrain and tight radius turnpoints.  It 
is important to note however that the original May 2006 route 
proposed by the applicant was modified to incorporate as much of 
the proposed Forest Service "roads route" as was feasible.  As a 
result the proposed route in the 2014 DEIS incorporates 
recommendations of the "roads route,” such as co-locating the 
pipeline within existing forest road corridors and within 
regeneration harvested areas, to minimize impacts to mature forests 
in LSR 227.  After working with the applicant to create the 
modified route the Forest Service determined that neither the May 
2006 route, nor the USFS "roads route" would be environmentally 
preferable to the modified proposed route.  Additional discussion 
has been added in the FEIS to clarify this.  There are also numerous 
past timber harvest areas in this location and as such there is little 
existing interior forest habitat in this portion of the LSR (e.g. see 
page 7 of Appendix R2 of the DEIS). Additional discussion of the 
Forest Service "roads route" has been added in the FEIS. 
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CO34-176 The mitigation planned for LSRs is discussed in the DEIS in sections 2.1.4, 4.1.3.5, 4.1.3.6, 

4.1.3.7 and in Appendix F and H of the DEIS.  In discussing the proposed mitigation actions 
of the BLM and Forest Service the DEIS on page 4-164 states, "The mitigation actions are 
described in section 2.1.4 and appendix F of this DEIS."  Appendix F is also referenced 
numerous times throughout the DEIS in relation to the proposed mitigation actions of the 
BLM and Forest Service (e.g. see Table 2.1.7-1 of the DEIS).  Although these mitigation 
actions have been included in Appendix O of the BA they are also included in Appendix F 
of the DEIS. 

CO34-177 Mitigation would not change the checkerboard ownership of the BLM and private lands or 
the past timber harvest (private and federal) that has occurred in this area.  The BLM lands 
in the area the proposed pipeline would impact LSR 223 are already all designated as LSR.  
Therefore any reallocation of BLM lands from Matrix to LSR would not occur in this area 
of the proposed pipeline.  Mitigation actions that look at the site scale as well as the LSR 
scale are consistent with direction previously issued by the Regional Interagency Executive 
Committee of the NWFP when considering new developments in LSR.  Additional 
discussion of this proposed reallocation has been included in the FEIS.  The matrix lands 
proposed for reallocation are not currently planned for harvest as it would be inconsistent for 
the Forest Service to propose timber harvest and reallocation to LSR at the same time.  The 
Umpqua NF is presently managing these acres as matrix.  When and if these acres would be 
proposed for timber harvest or other management activities consistent with present LMP 
designations is speculative. 

CO34-178 The proposed route does not contradict with the "roads route" proposed by the Forest 
Service.  It is important to note that the original May 2006 route proposed by the applicant 
was modified to incorporate as much of the proposed Forest Service "roads route" as was 
feasible.  As a result the proposed route in the 2014 DEIS incorporates recommendations of 
the "roads route,” such as co-locating the pipeline within existing forest road corridors and 
within regeneration harvested areas, to minimize impacts to mature forests in LSR 227.  
After working with the applicant to create the modified route the Forest Service determined 
that neither the May 2006 route, nor the USFS "roads route" would be environmentally 
preferable to the modified proposed route.  Additional discussion has been added in the FEIS 
to clarify this.  There are also numerous past timber harvest areas in this location and as such 
there is little existing interior forest habitat in this portion of the LSR (e.g. see page 7 of 
Appendix R2 of the DEIS).  The matrix lands proposed for reallocation are adjacent to the 
LSR and are not currently planned for harvest.  The Rogue River NF is presently managing 
these acres as matrix.  When and if these acres would be proposed for timber harvest or other 
management activities consistent with present LMP designations is speculative. Surveys for 
survey and manage species are required prior to ground disturbing activities.  The proposed 
reallocations of matrix land to LSR are not ground disturbing activities and therefore surveys 
for survey and manage species have not been conducted for the proposed reallocations. A 
large percentage of the impacts discussed on page 4-204 of the DEIS (page 2-206 does not 
exist in the DEIS) are "indirect impacts" where LSOG habitat would not be removed by the 
project.  Also only a small portion of the forest habitat that would be removed in LSR is 
LSOG habitat.  The DEIS discloses that for every acre of LSOG habitat within LSRs that 
would be removed by the project, approximately 10 acres of LSOG habitat would be added 
to the LSR system (see Table 4.1.3.7-12 of the DEIS). Also in addition to the reallocation of 
matrix to LSR there is also a compensatory mitigation plan developed by the BLM and 
Forest Service that has been designed to assure the objectives of the LSRs would still be met 
(see DEIS section 2.1.4 and Appendix F). 
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CO34-179 The DEIS discloses on page 4-204 that the additional clearing for 

road reconstruction within LSR 227 would be approximately 4 
acres and occur within the existing road clearing limits to the extent 
possible.  The discussion of impacts on LSOG habitat in the DEIS 
includes impacts from road construction/reconstruction (see 
sections 4.6 and 4.7 of the DEIS). 

CO34-180 Road decommissioning work is implemented by the agencies as 
funding is available.  The CMP would make possible road 
decommissioning identified in watershed analyses and in LSR 
assessments at a level above our existing program capacity.  If the 
PCGP project is approved and constructed, funding would be 
provided by the applicant for the proposed mitigations.  While the 
proposed projects are consistent with the recommendations in the 
watershed analyses and LSR Assessments, it would be speculative 
to conclude that they would occur without specific funding 
provided by the applicant. 

CO34-181 Road decommissioning work is implemented by the agencies as 
funding is available.  The CMP would make possible road 
decommissioning identified in watershed analyses and in LSR 
assessments at a level above our existing program capacity.  If the  
PCGP project is approved and constructed, funding would be 
provided by the applicant for the proposed mitigations. Figure 4.1-
40 discloses that there would be approximately 783 acres of edge 
effect impacts and approximately 894 acres of edge reduction 
mitigation in LSR 223 and 227.  This however is not the only 
mitigation actions proposed for LSRs.  Table 4.1.3.7-16 of the 
DEIS summarizes the offsite mitigation actions in LSRs and Table 
4.1.3.7-15 summarizes the amount of LSOG habitat impacted in 
LSR with the amount of LSOG habitat reallocated to LSR.  All of 
these actions combined have been designed to be neutral or 
beneficial to the creation and maintenance of LSOG habitat in LSR. 
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CO34-182 The EIS appropriately discloses discrete impacts and appropriately 

evaluates the overall impacts to the LSR system.  A large 
percentage of the impacts displayed in Figure 4.1-43 are "indirect 
effects" where LSOG habitat would not be removed by the project. 
Figure 4.1-43 displays that for every acre of LSOG habitat within 
LSRs in the Oregon Coast and Oregon Western Cascade Provinces 
that would be removed by the project, approximately 6 acres of 
LSOG habitat would be added to the LSR system (see Table 
4.1.3.7-15 of the DEIS).  Also in addition to the reallocation of 
matrix to LSR there is also a compensatory mitigation plan 
developed by the BLM and Forest Service that has been designed 
to assure the objectives of the LSRs would still be met (see section 
2.1.4 and Appendix F of the DEIS). 

CO34-183 Page 2-53 of the DEIS discloses that approximately 6,600 acres of 
integrated fuels reduction in overstocked stands is being proposed 
by the BLM/Forest Service.  This action is being proposed to 
reduce the risk of stand-replacement fire and possible losses of 
LSOG forest/ NSO habitat in an area that has a history of lightning 
fires.  This activity is further discussed in Table 2.1.4-1 including 
the expected environmental consequences.  The purpose of the 
proposed fuel reduction activities is discussed on pages 2-51 
through 2-54 and in Table 2.1.4-1 of the DEIS.  Subsequent site-
specific environmental analysis would further define the details of 
the proposals.  Amendments to the LMPs have not been proposed 
for the mitigation actions outlined in section 2.1.4 of the DEIS.  The 
mitigation actions are being designed to be consistent with the 
LMPs as well as the recommendations in watershed assessments 
and the LSR assessments.  With the proposed amendments the 
PCGP project would not violate the LMPs. 

CO34-184 The analysis on page 2-59 also acknowledges that the proposed 
pipeline corridor would provide a fuel break.  This portion of the 
DEIS along with section 4.1.3.6 and Appendix F discusses the 
rationale for the proposed pump chances and heli-ponds and the 
potential benefit to LSRs.  Additional discussion of the proposed 
mitigation related to fire risk has been added in the FEIS. 
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CO34-185 Alternatives are discussed in Chapter 3. An all highway route was 

considered, see Figure 3.4-1 and section 3.4.3.2.  A route built 
adjacent to roads in the national forest, even if feasible, would 
involve cutting and clearing more forest than the proposed route 
because the roads wind and turn following topography. Often they 
are midslope roads, which would result in greater disturbance and 
well as greater risk of pipeline failure. 
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CO34-186 To clarify, 30 feet of the operational right of way (i.e., after 

construction were complete) would be maintained in vegetation 
under 6 feet in height.  The remainder of the "cleared right-of-way" 
would be revegetated without height restriction.  The issuance of 
right-of-way grants under the Mineral Leasing Act is also an 
authorized use of BLM-managed lands. 

CO34-187 The Aesthetics Management Plan specifically addresses the steps 
needed to address meeting the VRM class objectives at KOP-P2 
within 5-10 years and acknowledges the objectives would not be 
met in less than five years (see section 4.8 of the DEIS and 
attachment 1 to the 2013 POD).  Appendix R-1 and R-8 to the DEIS 
also document the analytical process and line officer finding that 
the project as described in the DEIS would be consistent with the 
LMP for the BLM's Medford District. 
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CO34-188 The discussion related to the quantification of impacts of methane 

relative to CO2 has been expanded. 
CO34-189 See the response to CO10-3. 
CO34-190 CEQ's draft guidance states that "Monetizing costs and benefits is 

appropriate in some, but not all cases….A monetary cost-benefit 
analysis need not and should not be used in weighing the merits and 
drawbacks of the alternatives when important qualitative 
considerations are being considered."  FERC does not agree it is 
important to monetize costs and benefits, in part because it cannot 
be definitively be stated whether the project will increase global 
GHG emissions or decrease them. 
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CO34-191 See the response to CO34-190 
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CO34-192 As identified, the State's GHG emissions and emissions goals are 

already identified in the DEIS to provide a frame of reference for 
the project's potential GHG emissions.  While the project would 
emit GHGs, further analysis of the extent to which it is "consistent 
with" the State's goals is speculative, given that (a) actual project 
emissions could be substantially less than potential project 
emissions (and estimating the extent to which this may be so is 
speculative) and (b) achievement of the State's goals depend on a 
myriad of other factors that apply to sources completely unrelated 
to this project.      
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CO34-193 See the response to IND1-3.in regard to increases in the demand 

for gas.  See the response to IND37-4 in regard to effects on the 
price of gas. 
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CO34-194 We see no evidence that natural gas would become scarce due to 

the amount the applicants propose to export; therefore, we see no 
reason to assume that the project would result in an increase in the 
amount of coal being burned.   
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CO34-195 The shipping channel has been dredged for decades.  The slip 

development would reduce shallow water habitat but this would be 
mitigated through formation of shallow water habitat in Kentuck 
slough (see Section 4.6.2.2 and mitigation plan).  The details of the 
plan, measures of success, and contingencies are provided in the 
Compensatory Wetland Mitigation Plan, Part B: Estuarine Impacts.   
This plan is similar to approved by the ODSL under permit #37712-
RF.  There would also be mitigation for Olympic oysters potentially 
affected by the Project (PCGP 2015 Pacific Connector Gas Pipeline 
Project Wildlife Habitat Mitigation Plan). 
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CO34-196 The statement that the alternatives have been unlawfully measured 

against a too narrowly defined purpose and need in incorrect.  First, 
the DEIS does not identify a need, or judge any alternative against 
the need for the project.  The Commission will determine the need 
for the project using the FEIS and other analyses.  The EIS analyses 
and discloses the environmental effects of the project as proposed 
in the application.  See the introduction to Chapter 3 for an 
explanation of how alternatives are considered.   
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CO34-197 This statement is not correct.  The 800-foot slip is needed for safe 

operation of the terminal. 
CO34-198 Comment noted. 
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CO34-199 The proposed terminal analyzed in this DEIS is geared for the 

currently proposed capacity.  The 800-foot slip is needed for safe 
operation of the terminal.  The channel would only accommodate 
the LNG tanker size described in the DEIS.  Any future expansion 
would require a new application, which FERC would analyze in a 
new NEPA document.  Possible port expansion was considered in 
the DEIS Cumulative Effects section; however, the Port has no 
clients or firm plans, only a desire that the Port develop.  
Subsequently, it has been determined by the Coast Guard that the 
entire 800-foot slip would be needed for the safe operation of the 
LNG terminal.  The FEIS has been updated to reflect this 
information.  Therefore, there are no foreseeable actions that would 
result in cumulative effects to analyze. 
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CO34-200 The Gig Harbor pipeline would be transport LNG whereas the 

proposed pipeline would transport natural gas.  The two are very 
different and have very different impacts and risks.  Also, FERC 
has not received an application for such a project, so there are no 
details to analyze.  If FERC did receive an application, that project 
would be analyzed in its own EIS.  In situations where multiple 
projects are proposed within a region that could serve similar 
purposes or compete for the same market the FERC reviews each 
project individually on its own merits. Where appropriate, we also 
evaluate projects as potential alternative to other proposals, but the 
FERC does not choose one winning proposal over others, it lets the 
market decide what should be built. For alternatives that appear to 
meet the applicant’s stated purpose, we evaluate each to determine 
if any would present a significant environmental advantage over 
the proposed project. 

CO34-201 Newport is served by a natural gas pipeline from the Portland area.  
FERC is not considering an EIS for a possible pipeline from 
Newport to Coos Bay or expanding the existing pipeline from the 
main line near Portland to Newport.  See section 3.2.2.3 for FERC's 
reasons for not considering Newport. 

CO34-202 The power plant is not under the jurisdiction of FERC, it is up to 
the State to decide, through its permitting process, what is 
developed.   
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CO34-203 See the above response. 
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CO34-204 Comment noted.  The reasons quoted in the comment are accurate.  

We see no reason to conclude otherwise.  We see no reason to 
consider a smaller, less safe facility. 

CO34-205 Comment noted. 
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CO34-206 The Coast Guard has determined that the 800-foot marine slip 

would be needed for safe operation of the LNG terminal.  The 
information in section 3.3.2.2 of the DEIS has been included in the 
FEIS. 

CO34-207 The comment is correct, we do not consider an off shore alternative.   
Loading LNG in the Pacific Ocean, rather than in a protected 
marina, would have obvious safety issues. 

CO34-208 Dredging and the disposal of dredged material are analyzed. 
Dredging is not a new activity, the channel has been dredged for 
decades. 
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CO34-209 Effects on oysters are discussed in section 4.6.2.3.  Additional 

analysis has been included in the FEIS. 
CO34-210 FERC cannot require screening of vessels intakes for this project 

because any vessel requirements are under the jurisdiction of the 
US Coast Guard. We have addressed the impacts to marine 
resources assuming there is no screening (see section 4.6.2.2). 

CO34-211 Pacific connector plans to cross all stream during the designated 
ODFW fish crossing window.  Crossing periods may be further 
refined by local ODFW biologists.  For example some crossing 
periods may be modified on site specific cases as designated by 
ODFW to further protect species, (e.g. migration periods may occur 
within the designated crossing window).  Any deviations from 
designated crossing windows would be made only with ODFW 
approval. 
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CO34-212 The ECRP (Appendix I of the POD) identifies temporary and 

permanent erosion control measures and site specific mitigation 
measures.  As a follow-up measure to help ensure crossing actions 
would not adversely affect stream bank and channel structure, 
Pacific Connector would monitor all stream crossings, regardless 
of risk, quarterly for 2 years after construction.  Any adverse issues 
found during the monitoring with channel stability or habitat would 
be remediated.  Additional monitoring would occur periodically 
over a 10-year period with implementation of remediation as 
needed. 
The effects to stream temperature, LWD, sedimentation have been 
acknowledged and the mitigation in all forms (avoidance, 
minimization, BMPs, and compensation) that would be 
implemented were presented in the DEIS and associated documents 
(see Section 4.6.2.3, Section 4.1.3, Appendix S – Wildlife Habitat 
Mitigation Plan, and Applicants Draft Compensatory Mitigation 
Plan).  Consultation with listed species managing agencies (NMFS 
and USFWS) will ultimately result in determinations of whether 
some forms of additional mitigation is needed to protect listed 
species and their critical habitat. 

CO34-213 Not all impacts can be avoided.  Detailed crossing designs and 
avoidance and mitigation measures would be required, including 
those required by the State under its permitting process.  FERC’s 
Plan and Procedures reduce impacts to acceptable levels. In regard 
to the comment about boring underneath forested wetlands, even if 
feasible, it would require clearing additional upland forest in order 
to operate the boring equipment. This would trade one type of 
impact for another. 

CO34-214 FERC has considered several routes across the bay over the past 
several years, see the analysis in the 2007 DEIS and the 2009 FEIS, 
referenced in Chapter 1.  A completely upland route from the 
terminal to Malin is not possible, as a map will clearly show. A 
route that goes north through the National Forest, and crosses the 
Coos River rather that the Bay would have greater upland impacts 
and cross many smaller streams. It would also impact more people 
and terrestrial species. 
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CO34-215 An EIS need not consider every possible alternative suggested.  The 

DEIS evaluates crossing methods in section 4.4.2.2.  The crossing 
plan is included in Appendix 2G to Resource Report 2 of Pacific 
Connector’s June 6, 2013 application with the FERC.  The entire 
application is available in electronic format for public viewing via 
the internet on the FERC webpage (www.ferc.gov) through our 
eLibrary system.  Also see the HDD Contingency Plan attached as 
Appendix 2H to Resource Report 2.  See the specific plane for 
crossing the Rogue River in that section.  The State will consider 
the proposed crossing methods and location as part of their permit 
process. 
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CO34-216 Hydrostatic testing is discussed in section 4.4.4.2.2.  As noted in 

that section, a draft plan has been developed.  Contrary to what the 
comment states, this plan has been made available to the public.  It 
is Appendix M to the Plan of Development (POD), which is 
available on the FERC Web site.  Water sources and discharge 
areas would be are subject to review by ODEQ and ODFW. ODWR 
would follow its own process for evaluating this process. 

CO34-217 A draft EIS, by its very nature, does not have all the information 
that will be included in the Final EIS.  Also, some information will 
not be known until the State and other federal agencies complete 
their permitting processes. 
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